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Who art thou that judgeſt another Man's Servant? To his 


; own Maſter he ſtandeth or falleth. | 

With all Lowlineſs and Meekneſs, with long Suffering, for- 20 
| bearing one another in Love; eadeavouring td keep the | 
J Unity of the Spirit in the Bond of Peace. Pur. 
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T is well known, that the doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, from the fourth century to the preſent 
time, has been tHe occaſion of much debate and 
enmity among chriſtians, As the truth can be 
but one, and all beſides is error, it were to 
be wiſhed that, in the preſent inſtance, all could 
be brought to unite in the juſt diſcernment and 
acknowledgment of it. But, however it may be 
accounted for, all attempts to that purpoſe have 
hitherto proved ineffectual. The ancients con- 
vened councils to aſcertain with a minute accu- 
racy, the points of faith to be received, and the 
bereſies and errors to be avoided on this ſub- 


jet; they compoſed Creeds, backed with denun- 
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(40. 
ciations of everlaſting vengeance on thoſe who de- 
parted from them, and engaged the civil powers 
to enforce their deciſions by penal laws, and 
the infliction of wholeſome ſcverilies (ſuch as fines, 
confiſcations, impriſonment, exile, and death) on 
thoſe who rejected them. But, plauſible as theſe 
expedients might appear in theory, they had a 
contrary effect when reduced to practice. They 
produced diſcord, confuſion, hatred, and every 
evil work. In the revolution of human affairs 


there appeared councils againſt councils, creeds 


againſt creeds, fathers againſt fathers, and civil 
powers againſt civil powers. Nor have the mo- 
derns been more ſucceſsful. In the preſent cen- 
tury, Clarke and Waterland, Emlyn and Boyſe, 
Knight, Jackſon, Peirce, Gaſtrel, Watts, Tom- 
kins, and many others, have ſearched the ſcrip- 
tures, examined antiquity, and exerted all the 
powers of reaſon to fix the proper ideas we are 
to form of the ſacred three, into whoſe names 
chriſtians are baptized ; how they are diſtinct; 
and how united as one God ; but their reſearches 
and reaſonings led them to very different conclu- 
fons. Within theſe five or fix years paſt, Ben 
Mordecai, Elliot, Lindſey, Burgh, Jebb, Ran- 
dolph, Bingham, Robinſon, Horne, and many 
more have engaged in the ſame intricate diſqui- 
ſitions, but the reſult, as might have been fore- 
ſeen, has not been Unity. Chriſtians are not yet 
agreed whether the one God whom they wor- 
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ſhip be one perſon, or three perſons, or neither, 
but one eſſence; whether Jeſus Chriſt be a mere 
man, or Almighty God and Man united in one 
perſon ; or neither, but a ſuper-angelic ſpirit 
made fleſh ; whether the Holy Ghoſt be a diſtin&t 
ſpirit from the Father and the Son, or a mere 
attribute and energy of the Father, 


Perhaps the divine being has permitted theſe 
differences as a part of men's trial ; that the lazy 
and implicit believer might be diſcriminated 
from the ſerious and diligent enquirer, and that 
chriſtians, in maintaining their ſeveral opinions 
of the trinity, might have an opportunity of exer- 
ciling the virtues of meekneſs and candour, tole- 
ration and benevolence towards each other. To 
accompliſh this deſirable end, the ſeveral tenets 
of Tritheiſts, Sabellians, Trinitarians, Arians, 
and Socinians are made to pals in review before 
the reader. The advantage propoſed from this 


review 1s the attainment of a precye and determi- 
nate idea of what the dottrine of the trinity is 


in itſelf, as received by thoſe who have been 
generally approved for their learning and ſound- 
neſs ; and what the extremes are on either ſide 
of it. It is certain, there are many among the 
unlearned who are very zealous for the doctrine 
itſelf, without any fpecifick ideas of what it is; 
while thoſe who have ſuch ideas either run into 
the extremes of Tritheiſm and Arianiſm, or the 
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one hand, or Sabellianiſm and Socinianiſin, 
on the other. It will appear in the ſequel, that 
many of thoſe who uſe the ſame or{hodox terms 
to expreſs the doctrine, entertain oppoſite no- 
tions of it ; and that thoſe who differ moſt widely 
in words, come very near, if not quite agree, 
in the thing meant ; which ſhould be a reaſon 
for regarding each other as chriſtian brethren. 
To a perſon who hath diſpaſſionately attended to 
the progrels of the trinitarian controverſy, it will 
not ſeem improbable, that the ſeveral kereſies (as 
they are commonly called) before referred to, 
have been admitted from pious and upright mo- 
tives, either to preclude ſome error apprehended 
dangerous, or to ſecure ſome truth apprehended 
{criptural and important, in relation to the tri» 
nity. For example, to maintain the peryect equality 
of the ſacred three, as diſtinft and intelligent 
agents, one may inadvertently loſe the divine 
unity which is a fundamental principle of true reli- 
gion, and ſlide into the opinion of three equal 
Gods. Another, perceiving this dangerous ex- 
treme, thinks he cannot be at too great a diſtance 
from it, and gives up the real perſonality of the 
Son, (except as mere man) and that of the holy 
Spirit, and ſo runs into Sabellianiſm, or Socini- 
aniſm. A third, ſolicitous to avoid the extremes 
of three equal Gods, and yet maintain the real per- 
ſonality of the ſacred three, without loſing the di- 
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vine unity, embraces Arianiſm, or Semi- arianiſm. 
The great difficulty is to keep clear of theſe ſeveral 
extremes in our ideas of the Trinity. If this diffi- 
culty were perceived, in 2 perſpicuous manner, 
it ſeemed probable to the author, it would do 
more towards promoting a ſpirit of candour and 
benevolence among chriſtians of different opini- 
ons on the ſubje& under conſideration, than a 
thouſand pious exhortations, however juſt and 
proper, to that end. This is the realon of 
the particular diſcuſſion of the principles of Tri- 
theiſm, Sabellianiſm, Arianiſm, and Socinianiſm, 
in this pamphlet. In the apprehenſion of the 
author, it ſeems hardly poſſible for a perſon of 
an ingenuous, unbigotted, and intelligent mind, 
who clearly perceived the facili of erring with 
the moſt upright views, into one or other of 
theſe ſyſtems, could ſeriouſly believe that all who 
were not of his perſuaſion were either fools, or 
knaves, and that, without doubt, they ſhould periſh 
everlaſuung y.. 


The controverſy relating to the Trinity is be- 
come very voluminous. A great part of it turns 
upon a critical ſkill in the learned languages 
and ſpeculations concerning efſence, emanation, 
conſubſtantial hypoſlaſes, &c. About theſe ſpecu- 
lations, plain and unlearned chriſtians need not 
trouble themſelves, as the ſacred ſcriptures are 
totally ſilent reſpefting them. Their concern is 
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to believe neither more nor leſs relating to Fa- 


ther, Son, and Spirit, than is expreſsly aſſerted, 
or evidently implied in divine revelation : that 
is, their firſt enquiry ſhould be, whether it be 


expreſsly aſſerted in that revelation, that the one 


true God, whom Moſes and the Prophets, Jeſus 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles preached, is God the 
Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt ? 
This is a queſtion of fact, and as ſuch it ought 
to be determined: If explicitly determined in 
ſcripture in the affirmative, nothing remains but 
to receive it on that authority ; in like manner 
as other facts are admitted in nature, the mode 
which is inexplicable. But if not fo affirmed 
and determined; the controverſy is whole rea- 
ſonings, ſpeculations, and inferences from ſcrip- 
ture are the moſt juſt and concluſive ; and cer- 
tainly, this is a reaſon for mutual charity in our 
differences of opinion on ſo profound and myſte- 
rious a ſubject, as the ever bleſſed God. If theſe 
conſiderations ſhould carry no weight with them, 
ſtill it ſhould be recollected, that the truth of 
God needs not paſſionate invettives and malig- 
nant reproaches for its ſupport and defence. 
The wrath of man worketh not the righteouſneſs 
of God. The end of the commandment is charity. 
Every man is to examine and judge in the 
beſt manner he can for himſelf, as every man 


is 10 ſtand or fall io his own maſter. "ARE 


loweſt underſtanding,” (to uſe the words of Dr. 
Dodderidge ) 
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Doddridge) © the meaneſt education, the moſt 
contemptible abilities, may ſufhce to give hard 
names, and to pronounce ſevere cenſures; a 
harſh anathema may be learnt by heart, and furi- 
ouſly repeated by one that could ſcarce read it, 
and, as was in truth the caſe in ſome ancient 
councils, may be ſigned by thoſe that cannot 
write their Namess.” An proſecuting the deſign 
above mentioned, of giving a ſhort view of the 
tencts of Tritheiſts, Sabellians, &c. &c. we 
begin with thoſe of Tritheiſts. 


I. Tritheiſts believe “ that there is in the 
deity, three natures or ſubſtances abſolutely equal 
in all reſpects, and joined together by no common 
eſſence. The chief of this Set was John As- 
cuſnage, a Syrian philoſopher, and at the ſame 
time a Monophyſite. One of the warmeſt De- 
fenders of this Doctrine was John Philoponus, 
an Alexandrian philoſopher and grammarian of 
the higheſt reputation ; and hence he has been 
confidered by many as the author of this ſe, 
whoſe members have conſequently derived from 
him the title of Philoponiſtsz,” 


The Tritheiſts, correſpondent to their Name, 
appear from this account to hold three equal 
Gods. Dr. South, in the epiſtle dedicatory to 


4 A Sermon on Chriſtian Candour and Unanimity. 
3 Moſheim's Ecel. Hiſt. vol. 1. p. 473 
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the third volume of his ſermons, ſadly com- 


plains of Tritheiſts who injured and expoſed 


the honour and fundamental articles of the faith 
of the church of England, by pretending to de- 
fend them againſt the Socinians, by which means 
they did more miſchief than the Socimans them- 
ſelves. He ſays, the caſe in England, at that 
time, came too near that of Poland about an 


hundred and twenty or thirty years before, when 


the doctrine of three diftinft inſinite ſpirits began 


and led the dance, and was quickly followed 
(as the deſign was laid) by Socinianiſm; and 
wiſhes that the method taken ere, might not 


have the like iſſue here. 
&. 

II. We are in the next place to give an ac- 
count of the Sabellian Tenets. Sabellius lived 
in the third century. Of his hereſy there are 
different accounts, Dr. Cudworth ſaith, that 
his doctrine was no other than this * that there 
is but one hypoſtaſis or jingle individual eſſence 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and conſe- 
quently, that they are indeed but three names, or 
notions, or modes of one and the ſelf ſame thinge.” 
Epiphanius faith; in ,the one ſubſtance of the 
deity Sabellius put three names; as in man are 
reckoned body, ſoul, and ſpirit“. Paul of Sa- 
moſata, biſhop of Antioch, was contemporary 

c Intellectual Syſtem. chap. 4. p. 605. 

d Ben Mordecai, lett. 1. p. 15. See Cave's Hiſt. litt. p. 8 3. 
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with Sabellius, and is conſidered as holding the 
ſame opinion with him. His Doctrine, accord- 
ing to Moſheim, was, * that the Son and the 
Holy Ghoſt exiſt in God in the ſame manner as 
the faculties of reaſon and activity do in man: that 
Chriſt was born a mere man; but that the rea- 
ſon or wiſdom of the father deſcended into him, 
and by him wrought miracles upon earth, and 
inſtructed the nations: and, finally, that, on ac- 
count of this union of the divine word with the 
man Jeſus, Chriſt might, though improperly, be \ 
called God*.” Two councils were called to exa- 
mine the opinions of this biſhop, the laſt of which 
was aſſembled in the year 269, and degraded 
him from the epiſcopal order. 


47 a” 
* 
* 


III. The true faith of the Trinity is ſuppoſed 
to lie between Tritheiſm and Sabellianiſm, or to 
conſiſt partly of the one and partly of the other; 
for Trinitarians acknowledge with Tritheiſts, that 
the three perſons are each God, in the higheſt 
ſenſe, and with the Sabellians, that they have 
one individual effence. To keep clear of theſe 
two extremes (the Scylla and Charybdis in theo- 
logy) is a very great difficulty. Dr. Sherlock, 
by maintaining with too much ſtriftneſs the diſ- 
tintt perſonality of father, ſon, and ſpirit, verged 
into Tritheiſm ; while Dr. South, by too rigo- 
rouſſy aſſerting the unity, verged into Sabel- 
lianiſm. To prevent confuſion and error on a 

e Eccl, Hiſt, vol, 1. p. 248. 
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point of ſo much confequence, it has been aſked, 
whether the Trinity is to be conſidered as one 
infinite ſpirit, having three diitintiions called 
perſons; or three infinite ſpirits infeparably 
united. Here Trinitarians arc divided ; ſome 
maintaining the former opinion, and others the 
latter, Thoſe who hold the Trinity to be one 
infinite ſpirit are called nominal or modal Trini— 
tarians, becauſe they are ſuppoſed to hold only 
a trinity of names, or modes, of one ſpirit : and 
thoſe who hold the trinity to be three ſpirits, or 
ſubſtances, myſteriouſly joined, are called Ra- 
liſt; as they really maintain three perſons in the 
obvious acceptation of the word perſon. Dr. 
South, Dr. Wallis, Mr. Hooker, Mr. Baxter, 
Biſhop Burnet, Dr. Watts, and moſt of the 
ſchoolmen were Nomznals. Biſhop Bull, Biſhop 
Fowler, Dr. Cudworth, Epiſcopius, Dr. Sher- 
lock, Mr. How, Dr. Waterland, were Realiſts F. 
Theſe two ſorts of Trinitarians are generally eſ- 
teemed orthodox, though their ideas of the one 
true God, be as different as one ſpirit, and the 
union of three ſpirits. In the laſt age they 
had warm contentions. The Realiſts bore hard 
on the Nominals as to the idea they affixed to 
the word perſon; and they ſeldom attempt a 
definition of it, as they uſe it in a ſenſe different 
from what it means when applied to men. Dr. 


F Ben Mordecai, Lett. 1. p. 36. 37. Dr, Watts's Im. 


portant Queſtions, p. 174, Byo. 
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Wallis ſaid, the three perſons were three ſome- 
whats, Their contentions ran ſo high, in the 
year 1695, that the Vice Chancellor of Oxford, 
with the heads of Colleges and Halls, at a gene- 
ral meeting at Oxford, decreed the principles of 
the Realiſts heretical, and contrary to the dottrine 
of the Church of England. The Realiſts on the 
other hand aſſerted, that what the Oxford heads 
had condemned, as heretical, was the Nicene 


faith, and that of the Church of England: and 


Dr. Sherlock ſaid, he would, any day in the 
year, procure a meeting, of twice as many as 
wiſe and learned men, to cenſure their decreegg. 
Thus it remains undecided, whether the Realiſis 
or the Nominals are orthodox. The former ſeem 
inclining towards Tritheiſm, and the latter towards 
Sabellianiſm. To decide between them, theſe 
two queſtions obviouſly occur. Doth the ſcrip- 
ture explicitly affirm that the one true God is 
three infinite ſpirits, or minds, or ſubſtances 
united ? or one infinite ſpirit, in which are three 


perſons, father, ſon, and holy ghoſt ? The true 
_ anſwer is, the ſcripture explicitly affirms neither. 


Both parties build their opinions on reaſonings and 
deductions ſrom ſcripture. 


Dr. Watts obſerves, that fo far as our ideas 
of arithmetic and reaſon can reach, this ſeems to 
be a plain truth; / one infinite ſpirit be one God, 
two or three infinite ſpirits muſt be two or three Gods. 

g Ben Mordecai, Lett. 1. p. 37, 38. 
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And though the patrons of this opinion ſuppoſe 
theſe three ſpirits to be ſo nearly united as to be 


called one God, merely to avoid the charge of 


Polytheiſm, yet it muſt be granted that this one 
God muſt be one complex, infinite being, or ſpirit, 
made up of three ſingle, infinite beings, or ſpirits ; 
which is ſuch a notion of the one true God, as 
I think neither reaſon nor revelation will admit ; 
and yet, if it were the true notion of the one 
God, it is very ſtrange that ſcripture ſhould not 


clearly and expreſsly reveal it“.“ How eaſily 


might a realiſt have retorted on the good doc- 
tor! The ſeripture ſpeaks of father, ſon, and 
ſpirit, in ſuch terms as, according to the plain 
and obvious meaning of words, ſuit only three 
diſtinct perſons, or minds having a diſtinct con- 
ſciouſneſs, thought, and will; and vet if it were 
the true notion of the one God, that theſe three 
have only one numerical eonſciouſneſs, thought, 
and will, and ſubſiſt in one infinite mind, or ſpi- 
rit, it is very ſtrange that ſcripture ſhould not clearly 
and expreſsly reveal it. But let us attend to the 
Realilt himſelf. © To ſay there are three divine 
perſons, and not three diſtin& infinite minds, is 
both hereſy and nonſenſe.” It is Sabellian jar- 
gonry,” ſays anotheri, This charge of hereſy, 
nonſenſe, and Sabellian jargonry, by the Realiſts, 
h Watts's Important Queſtions, 


Dr. Sherlock and Dr. Cudworth, as quoted by. Ben 
Mordecai, Lett. 1. p. 37, 


againſt 
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67 
againſt the Nominals, ſhould not be admitted 
without ſufficient evidence. Let the tenets of 
the Nominals be therefore recited. —Dr. Watts 
ſaith, „there are ſeveral conſiderations which 
lead me to agree with this general opinion of 
almoſt all our divines, in the two laſt centuries, 
(viz.) that the godhead of Chriſt is the ſame individual 
godhead with that of the father ; and that his divine 
nature is not another infinite ſpirit diſtin from 
the father, whatever ſublime diſtinctions there 
may be in that one infinite ſpirit ; one of which * 
(viz.) the word or wiſdom, may perhaps have a 
more peculiar reſpe& to the ſecond perſon in 
the trinity (viz.) the ſon; and the other (viz.) 
the power of God, to the holy ghoſté. —St, Au- 
ſtin explains the trinity by mind, wiſdom, and 
lovel.--Calvin faith, that every man's mind in- 
clines to this; firſt to conſider God, then the viſdom 
riſing out of him, and laſt of all, the power by 
which he executes his decrees.” Mr. Nye faith, 
the firſt perſon of the trinity is unbegotten 
mind ; or original wiſdom, called the father : 
next is the /ogos, reflex or begotten wiſdom, gene- 
rated by God's contemplating and knowing his 
own perfettions, which is named the jon : laſtly, 
the divine volition, or love, God's eternal ſpira- 
tion of love towards himſelf, on that account fitly 
& Important Queſtions, p. 1 30. 


I Ben Mordecai, let. 1. p. 121 
N Inſtitutes, b. 1. C. 1 3. 8. 18. 
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called ſpirit. The three perſons differ as a mind 
and its acts. Three perſons, the father, ſon, 
and holy ſpirit ; the father, the cauſe of all things; 
the ſon his wiſdom and word ; the holy ſpirit his 


virtue and powers. — 


By comparing theſe extracts from the writings 
of nominal Trinitarians, with the preceding 
account of the doftrine of Sabellius, and of 
Biſhop Paul of Samoſata, the Reader may judge 
ol che ground of thechargesbrought by the Realiſts. 
Paul of Samoſata taught ** that the ſon and holy 
ghoſt exiſt in God in the ſame manner as the fa- 
culties of reaſon and activity do in man.” —St. 


Auſtin explains the Trinity by mind, uiſdom, and 
love, — Calvin. The father is reckoned firſt, 


and then of him the fon, and after of them both, 
the holy ghoſt. For every man's mind inclineth 
to this, firſt to conſider God, then the wiſdom 
riſing out of him, and laſt of all the power by 
which he executes his decrees.” Reader. 
Wherein doth the Trinity of that heretic Paul of 
Samoſata differ from the Trinity of St. Auſtin 


and Calvin? The three perſons in that of both, 


differ only as a mind and its acts. Can one 
ſpirit or mind be three perſons? Mr. Bradbury 
charges Dr. Watts with deſtroying a Trinity of 
perſons, becaule he reſembled the being of God 
to the foul of man; and with evaporating the 


» 8. Nye on the trinity, p. 19. 22, 
„ The French Confeſſion, p. 70. and the Belgie Con- 
ſeſſion, p. 89, as cited by Mr, Emlyn, 
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divinity of Chriſt into an Attribute“. Hath this 
harſh accuſation any appearance of truth to ſup- 
port it? Do the notions of Sabellians and nomi- 
na! Trinitarians coincide in regard to the Trinity, 
as it is often afſerted ? or are they very differ- 
ent ?—Theſe are queſtions left to the reader to 
decide as it may ſeem meet.—Dr. Sherlock 
brings another charge againlt the Nomznals, and | 
ſaith, „though the Nomznals and Socinzans differ | 
in ſome terms of ſpeech, yet the Socinians ſay, ; 
and I think very truly, that there is no conſider- 
able difference in their faith, as they ſtate it.“ | 
As it is hardly prudent to truſt to the repreſenta- | 
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tion of an adverſary, in a matter of ſo much con- 
ſequence, I ſhall immediately lay before the 
reader the tenets of the Socinians, that he may 


judge for himſelf of this charge alſo. 


N IV. The Socinians conceive the deity to be | 
| one, as to perſon and eſſences, or one infinite 

ſpirit, called in ſcripture, One God the Father ; 
Chriſt is a mere man like other men, having re- | 
ceived his birth in a miraculous manner, of the 
virgin Maryr. The wiſdom of the father was ma- | 


CO ann A 


Dr. Watts's Works, lately publiſhed, vol. 2, p. 206. 186 
* p Dr. Sherlock's diſtinction between real and nominal 


Trinitarians compared, p. 1 2. as eited in a pamphlet entitled, 
Reflections on Mr. Peirce's Anſwer to Mr. Enty, 


3 g Toulmin's Life of Seciuuz, p. 21 
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(20 
nifeſted in him, by the doctrines he taught, 
and the power of the father, by the miraculous 5 


works he performed. The holy ſpirit is an at- 
tribute of the father, or the father himſelf, 


Having now the principles of the Sabellians, 
nominal Trinitarians, and Socinians before us, F 
let us conſider whether they nearly agree, as has 
been ſuggeſted by the Realiſts. | 


The Sabellian, and nominal Trinitarian wor- 
ſhip God as a Trinity ; but this Trinity is one 
infinite mind, or ſpirit, in which w:/dom, love, or 
power dwells. The Socinian doth not worſhip 
God as a Trinity, but as one infinite mind or 
ſpirit, and that ſpirit poſſeſſes eternal wiſdom, love, 
or power. Here the object of worſhip is preciſely 
the ſame, only that object is deſcribed by differs 
ent words.—Paul of Samoſata, the Sabellian, 
faith, that- the reaſon or wiſdom of the father, 
deſcended on the man Jeſus, and by him worked 


miracles, &c,—The nominal Trinitarian faith, 1 
that wiſdom, the ſecond perſon in the Trinity, 5 
was united with the man Jeſus, ſo that he was F 


God and Man in one perſon,—The Socinian 
faith, that Jeſus was a mere man, but the logos, 
or wiſdom of God, was manifeſted in him. 
Hence he was Emmanuel, or God with us. 
+ Lindſey's Sequel, chap. 4. * 
& Ibid. p. 175. 
* God,” 


fe 


thi 


(21 ) 
„ God,” faith Mr. Lindſey, © was with ns in 
Chriſt, by his wiſdom and power communicated 
to him for the inſtruftion and benefit of man- 
kind.” Here alſo the difference conſiſts, princi- 
pally, about calling the logos, or wiſdom of God, 
a divine perſon. 


The ſcriptures ſpeak of the ſufferings and death 
of the ſon of God as a ranſom for ſin; and Tri- 
nitarians apprehend a peculiar advantage attend- 
ing their ſcheme in this view, as none but an 
infinite God, ſay they, could make ſatisſaction 
for ſin, which being committed againſt God, de- 


ſerves infinite puniſhment. Even here, perhaps 


the difference between the nominal Trinitarian 
and Socinian, may not be fo great as at firſt 
imagined. The Socinian aſks how this infinite 
ſatisfaction was made? Was it not by the death of 
Chriſt, as the apoſtle ſaith we are reconciled to 
God by the death of his ſon? Rom. v. 10.— 
The Nominal cannot deny it.—Well then, re- 
plies the Soeinian, did the immortal God die? 
Was eternal wiſdom, whom you improperly call 
the ſecond perſon inthe trinity, crucified and ſlain? 
What can the Nominal anſwer ? If he anſwer 
in the affirmative, it is a moſt horrid declaration. 
He will evade a plain anſwer if be can, and lay 
the God-man ſuffered and died; or, it is a myſ- 
tery. But the Socinian will not let it fo paſs, 
Tell me ingenuoully, he will ſay, do you mean 


D that 
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that the divine nature of Chriſt, according to your 
notion, ſuffered and died ?—The truth will come 
out at laſt No; perfect deity is mpaſſeble and 
immortal.” I underſtand you rejoins the Soci- 
nian, a mere man, according to your ſcheme, 
made infinite ſatisſaction; as a mere man ſuf- 
fered and died; and you mean no more when 
you aſſert that the God-man ſuffered and died; 
attributing to the whole perſon, according to 
your notion, what in ſtrifneſs of ſpeech is appli- 
cable to him as man only; and with equal pro- 
priety you might have ſaid that the moſt high God 
Vas a babe; ſlept; was hungry; fatigued ; and 
thirſty; as all this might with truth be predicated 
of the man jeſus.— Where doth the ſcripture aſ- 
ſert that God could not forgive fin without infi- 
nite ſatisfaction? or that Chriſt paid ſuch a ſatiſ- 
faction ?—But I will preſs the matter no further. 
The difference between us conſiſts chiefly in 
this; you and the Sabellian uſe orthodox terms, 
and I do not: you expreſs yourſelves by what 
appears to me, improper terms; ſince, in the 
ſenſe you affirm God to be three perſons, in 
one ſpiritual ſubſtance, every good man may be 
ſaid to be three perſons ; as every good man has 
a mind endowed with wiſdom, and love or power. 
Upon the whole we nearly agree. You ſay the 
man Jeſus bore the ſufferings and death of the 


croſs to make infinite fatisfaQtion for the ſins of 


mankind ; and I ſay he ſuffered and died to fave 
them. 


Whatever 
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Whatever the reader may think of this ſhort di- 
alogue; it is the opinion of the author, that if the 


nominal Trinitarian, and Socinian, had been con- 


temporaries with Paul of Samoſata, and avowed 
their ſentiments before the council which depoſed 
him, they would have beenexcommunicated ashe- 
retics. This, however, may be juſtly urged in their 
favour, that they ciearly maintain that fundamen- 
tal principle of all true religion, the unity of God, 
whatever they may do with reſpect to the real 
perſonality of the ſon (excepting as mere man) 
and of the holy ſpirit. On the contrary, the Re- 
aliſts as clearly maintain the diſtin perſonality 
of the facred three ; but whether they hold the 
unity has been queſtioned. As the obſervations 
of the Realiſts, on the ſyſtem of the Nominals, 
have been recited, it is but equity to recite, in 
return, the obſervations of the Nominals on that 
of the Realiſts. The reflections of Dr. Watts 
have been already quoted, that / one infenzte ſpirit 
be one God, two or three infinite ſpirits muſt be two 
or three Gods, &c. Biſhop Burnet, on the arti. 
cles, ſpeaking of the opinion of the Realiſts, 
faith, © it is in a good degree intelligible ; but 
adds, it ſeems hard to reconcile it with the idea 
of unity, which ſeems to belong to a being of 
infinite perfection, and with the many expreſs 
declarations that are made in the ſcriptures, con- 
cerning the unity of Gods,” Perhaps the — 
1 P. 38. 
D 2 bad 


(24) 
had in his thoughts that declaration of our Sa- 
viour, God is a ſpirit, not three ſpirits. How- 
ever this might be, here 1s a ſad dilemma. If 
we embrace the notion of the Nominals, in regard 
to the Trinity, we are Sabellians, according to 
the Realiſts. If, on the other hand, we em- 
brace the notion of the Realiſts, we give up, 
according to the Nominals, the ſcriptural unity 
of God, and hold three Gods, This laſt impy- 
tation ſeems juſt : for if we ſay, that the three 
perfons are co-equal, according to the ſyſtem of 
the Realiſts, and each God, it is plain they are 
three equal Gods ; but the Realiſts ſay, to pre- 
ſerve the unity, that the three are inſeparably 
joined in one ſubſtance. Be it fo : all that this 
addition amounts to, according to the common 
principles of reaſon is, they are three equal Gods 


united in one ſubſtance. 


It ſhould ſeem from hence, that the phraſe, 
the only true God, or the one God, doth not denote 
one of the three perſons, nor the three together, 
but the one individual effence of the three; which 
idea of unity appears hard to be reconciled with 
many paſſages of ſcripture, ſuch as, To us there 
is but one God the Father; this is life eternal to know 
thee (the Father) to be the only true Cod; and be- 
ſides me there is no Godv; that is, according to 


P I Cor. viii. 6. John xvii. 1. 3. Iſa. xliv. 6. 
the 
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the laſt of theſe paſſages, beſides me the undivided 
eſſence of father, ſon, and ſpirit, there is no God. 
But the pronoun me, according to the obvious 
meaning of the word, is characteriſtic of perſon, 
not of eſſence; and then the paſſage muſt run, 
beſides me, the three divine perſons, there js no 
God. Theſe are mentioned as difficulties, of 
which the reader may judge as he pleaſes. The 
manner in which the Realiſts endeavour to obvi- 
ate the objettion of the Nominals, in regard to 
their holding more Gods than one, is this ; they 
ſay, the Father is the only ſelſ-exiſtent God, 
but that the ſon is God of, or from God, and 
that the holy ſpirit is God from the Father and 
the Son, and thus by allowing a fubordination 
of the Son and Spirit, to the Father, (at the 
ſame time they have one generical nature) they 
apprehend they maintain the divine unity, con- 
ſiſtently with the diſtind perſonality of the ſacred 
three. They allow, that if they held the three 
perſons to be equally underived and ſelf-exiſtent, the 
charge of the Nominals, Socinians, and Arians, 
in relation to their holding three co-ordinate and 
ſupreme Gods, would be juſt. Dr. Waterland, 
the learned and able oppoſſer of Dr. Clarke, 
faith, © the common anſwer to the charge of 
Tritheiſm, or Ditheiſm (two Gods) as well of the 
poſtnicene, as antenicene fathers, was — that 
there is hut one head, root, fountain, father of all, 


not 


(26) 
not in reſpect of authority, but of fubſtance, alſo.— 


This was the concurrent ſenſe of all in general, 


and to this they chiefly reſolved the unity of the 


Godhead. Two unoriginate divine perſons, how- 
ever otherwiſe inſeparable, would be two Gods 
according to the ancients,” Biſhop Pearſon, 
on the Creed, ſaith, ** that if there were more 
than one” (of the three perſons) © which were 
from none, it could not be denied but there were 
more Gods than onex.— There can be but one per- 
ſon originally, of himſelf, ſubſiſting in that infi- 
nite being; becaule a plurality of perſons, fo ſub- 
fiſting, would neceſſarily imply a multiplicity'of Godꝰ. 
This priority” (of the firſt perſon in the trinity) 
% doth properly and naturally reſult from the di- 
vine paternity, ſo that the Son muſt neceſſarily be 
ſecond to the Father, from whom he receiveth 
his origination, and the Holy Ghoſt to the Son. 
Neither can we be thought to want a ſufficient 
foundation for the priority of the firſt perſon in 
the trinity, if we look upon the numerous teſ- 
timonies of the ancient Doftors, who have not 
ſtuck to call the Father the origin, the cauſe, the 
author, the root, the fountain, and the head of the 
Son, or the whole divinity.— This origination, in 


wv Dr, Waterland's Defence of his Queries, p. 84. Second 
Vindication, p. 207. 
* P. 40. 
6; Ibid. p. 134. 
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the divine paternity, hath been anciently looked tupon 
as the aſſertion of the unityx.— Biſhop Beveridge 
faith, „the Father is placed firſt, and really is 


iq the firſt perſon, not as if he was before the 
ls = other two, for they are all co-eternal ; but be- 
I, * eaule the other two (the Son and Spirit) received 
we g their eſſence from him; for the Son was be- 
0 gqeotten of the Father; and the Holy Ghoſt pro- 
2 : ; ceeded both from the Father and the Son; and 
Y > therefore the Father is termed by the primitive 
5 4 | Chriſtians, the root and the fountain of deitys,” 
» Tr —Lord Chancellor King, who is generally 
- = thought to be the author of the Critical Hiſtory 
) * of the Apoſtle's Creed, aſſerts, © it is the obſer- 
vation of Ruffinus, that in all the eaſtern ereeds, 
2 . it is, I believe in one God the Father; where, if by 
4 Y the eaſtern, he means the Nicene or Conſtanti- 
+ | nopolitan, it is certainly true; or if he means 
t l the ancient creeds, uſed before either of thoſe, 
. 7 is true, not only of the eaſtern but of the 
1 * weltern alſob.— Archbiſhop Wake, in his cate- 
( Y ehiſm. aſks this queſtion ;—* How does it appear 
e / that Chriſt received his divine nature from the 
> 5 Father? —A. It can only be known by that re- 
velation which God has made of it in the holy 
. : feriptures: where he is, for this reaſon, ſaid to 


z Biſhop Pearſon on the Creed, p. 37, 40. 
4 Private Thoughts, pt. 2, p. 44. 
3 P. 54. 
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(28) 
be the brightneſs of his glory, and the expreſs image 
of his perſon : the image of the inviſible God to be 

from God—to have life from the Father, and the 
like. And upon his account it is, that our Savi- 
our himſelf ſays, that e Father is greater than 
hee,” —Dr. Owen, on Heb. i. 8, 9. makes this 
obſervation ; © God is ſaid to be the God of the 
Son, in reſpect of his divine nature, as he is his 
Father, ſo his God ; whence he his ſaid to be God 
of God, as having his nature communicated unto 
him by virtue of his eternal generation“. —Mr. 
Burkit, on John xiv. 28, remarks, * the Father 
may be ſaid to be greater than Chriſt in regard 
to his paternity, as being the fountain of the 
Deity. The Father is of himſelf, but the Sqn 
is begotten of the Father.” —Biſhop Bull, alſo, 
obſerves, in his defence of the Nicene faith: 
According to the opinion of the Ancients, to 
which alſo common ſenſe agreeth ; if there were 
in the divinity, two unbegotten, or two independent 
principles, it would follow, not only that the 
Father would be deprived of that pre-eminence, 
by which he has his divinity of himſelf, that is, 
from no other ; but alſo, that we muſt make two 
Gods. But now, on the contrary, if we allow the 
fubordination, by which the Father alone is God 
of himſelf, and the Son is God from God the 


Dr. Tucker brief and dif paſſionate View, p. 17. 
4 P. 109. 
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Father; then thoſe ancient writers thought both 
the pre · eminence of the Father, and the monarchy 
of the univerſe would be preſerved entiree.” 
This quotation from Biſhop Bull 'deſerves the 
greater attention, as he wrote againſt the Arians 
and Socinians, on the one hand, and Tritheiſts 
and Sabellians, on the other, A late author 
on the ſame ſide of the queſtion expreſſes him- 
ſelf to the ſame effect. The almighty author 
of the univerſe is undoubtedly in the ſtricteſt 
ſenſe of the expreſſion, ONE. We acknow- 
ledge the glory and pre-eminence of the firſt cauſe, 
which 1s clearly due to him ; he is God, not of 
any other but himſelf, nor can any other be God, 
but of him. But at the ſame time we think that 
it is no diminution to the Son, to ſay that he re- 
ceives his eſſence by communication from ano- 
ther, though it were a diminution of the Father 
to ſpeak ſo of him. The Father is not God by 
reaſon of the ſon, whereas the ſon is God by 
communication from the Father. Neither does 
this eſtabliſh a plurality of Gods. For we ſay, 
there is but one perſon, who is from none. If 
there were more than one, it could not be de- 
nied, but that there were more Gods than one. 
But the Son and Holy Ghoſt have, for that rea- 


ſon, been believed to be one God with the Fa» 


e Sect. 4. chap. 4. $ 2. Dr. Clarke's Scr. Doct. & 39. 
V Biograph. Brittan, Art. Bull, Note MM. 
5 ther, 
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ther, becauſe both are ſrom the Father who is 
one, and fo he is the union of themg.” 


From theſe quotations {to which many more 
might be added) it appears that the Realiſts en- 
deavour to obviate the charge of Tritheiſm, 
brought againſt them by the Nominals, by aſſert- 
ing the Father alone to be God of himſelf, unde- 
rived, unoriginate ; but that the Son and Spirit 
are netther, as they receive their divinity wholly 
from the Father. God the Father is the God 
of the Son, even (as Dr. Owen obſerves) with 
rejpeet lo his divine nature, And thus by main- 
taining the fabordination of the Son and Spirit to 
the Father, the monarchy of the univerſe is, as 
Biſhop Bull aſſerts, preſerved entire. Whereas, 
if they held the three to be equally c xiſtent, 
and unoriginate, they allow the charge of he No- 
minals would be juſt, 


The Realiſts and Nominals, in our days, agree 
in the uſe of the ſame orthodox terms; though 
the ideas they affix to thoſe terms be as different, 
as one infinite ſpirit, in which are three diſtinc- 
tions improperly called perſons; and three infi- 


nite ſpirits, the firſt of which is ſelf. exiſtent, the 


ſecond begotten, and the third proceeding 
from the two firſt, and all united in ſome myſte- 
g Reſignation no Proof. p. 43. as cited by Mr. Temple, 

in his Letters to Dr. Randolph. p- 242. 
rious 
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rious manner. Both urge their claim to or- 
thodoxy, though it is impoſſible that both 
ſhould be right. The adverſary faith, that the 
former abſolutely take away the unity, and the 
latter the trinity. my 


V. The Arians join with the nominal Trini- 
tarians, Sabellians, and Socinians, in believing 
the one true God, to be one infinite mind, or 
ſpirit, and whom the ſcriptures-call the Father. 
They join with the Realiſts in holding the Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, to be ſpirits diſtin from the 
Father, but ſubordinate and inferior to him. 
They differ from the Socinians, in believing the | 
word to have been in the beginning, that is, 
before all ages, with the felf-exiſtent God; but 
not the ſelf-exiſtent God himſelf, with whom he 
was, according to the notion of Sabellius. The 
Son is, according to them, called God, not be- 
cauſe of his metaphyſical ſubſtance, but of his 
relative attributes, and the divine power and 
dominion communicated to him from the Fa- 
ther. They aſſert that the holy ſpirit, in ſcrip- 
ture, is no where exprefsly ſtiled God, or Lord; 
or repreſented as fitting on a throne, or judging 
the world: that chriſtians are never called in 
{cripture his ſervants, or commanded to pray to 
him or praiſe him, or to aſcribe glory and domi- 
nion to him ; and that there is no ſcriptural ex- 
ample of either“. | 
. & Dr. Clarke's Scr. Doct. pt. 2, G 25. Emlyn's Remarks 
on the four London Miniſters, chap, 1. 
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Many of theſe poſitions are diſputed. It is 
ſaid that the holy ſpirit is plainly ſtiled God. 


Acts v. 3, 4—to lie to the Holy Ghoſt—thou haſt 


not lied unto men, but unto God. They anſwer : 
Ananias by lying to the Apoſtles, did, in effect, 
lie to the holy ſpirit, who dwelt in them; and 
by lying to the holy ſpirit, he, in effect, lied to 
God himſelf, who dwelt in them by his ſpirit : 
and they refer to Luke x. 16. 1 Theſſ. iv. 8. 
1 Cor. 1ii. 16. Eph. ii. 21, 22. in ſupport of 
their interpretation. 


It is further objected to them, that they hold 
two Gods; God the Father, and God the Son. 
They give much the ſame anſwer as the Realiſts do 
to the like charge. See the foregoing quotation 
from Biſhop Bull. There is in the © monarchy 
of the univerſe, but one authority, original in the 
Father, derivative in the Son ; therefore the one 
God (abſolutely ſpeaking) always ſignifies him in 
whom the power or authority is original and unde- 
rivedi. Whether this explanation of the divine 
unity be admitted, or not; in this reſpe& there 
was no difference between Arius and the Nicene 
Fathers; for the one God with both, as appears 
from their creeds, was the Father Almighty. The 
ancients placed the divine unity in acknowledging 
the Father, alone, the fountain of deity ; and 
his being ſolely unoriginate, ſelf-exiſtent, and inde- 

2 Dr, Clarke's Scr, Doc. pt. 2. $ 39. 
pendent ; 
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pendent ; as Biſhop Pearſon, Biſhop Bull, and Dr. 
Waterland, obſerved in the foregoing quotations, 
It is certain the ſcripture never expreſsly aſſerts, 
that the Father, Son, and Spirit, are the one God ; 
or one in eſſence; or one in conſent and power“. 
Theſe are the different explanations adopted by 
learned men, to ſolve the difficulty, that there 
ſhould be but one God; and yet the Father 
ſhould, in ſcripture, be ſtiled God, the Son God, 
(which is denied by Mr. Lindley, Sequel p. 
199) and the Holy Ghoſt God, (denied alſo by 
the Arians.) All that the ſcripture expreſsly al- 
ſerts, is, that t us there is but one God, the Father ; 
that Jeſus Chriſt is the only begotten Son of the 
Father; is ſtiled God, and one ( one thing) 
with the Father, John xvii. 22: and the holy 
ſpirit, the ſpirit of God, and of Chriſt ; but is 
never ſaid, in the New Teſtament, to be one 
with the Father and the Son, except in 1 John 
v. 7, which Sir Iſaac Newton has proved, as 


* It is ſaid John x. 30. J and my Father are one. One 
what ? one God, ſay ſome, one Eſſence, ſay others ; but the 
text ſays neither. The Greek is, e one thing. He that 
planteth and he that watereth are one, &y one thing, 1 Cor. 
iii. 6. 8, Paul and Apollos were not one man, or one in un- 
divided eſſence. Query, whether Chriſt and the Father 
were one, as Paul and A pollos were one; one in conſent and 
will, agreeably to the words of our Saviour, that they may be 
ene even as ae are one? John xvii. 21. 22, 
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many learned men think, not to be genuine; 
but io have crept from the margin into the text“. 


The origin of the Arian controverſy. was this. 
Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, maintained, 


in an Aſſembly of the Preſbyters, of that city, 


that the Son was of the ſame dignity and eſſence 
with the Father. Whether Arius apprehended 
that this notion implied a diviſion of the divine 


*The common argument for the divine unity is this. 
The Father according to ſcripture is ſtiled God; the Son 
God; and the Holy Ghoit God. 


But the ſame ſcripture ſaith, there is but one God, 
It follows, that Father, Son, and Spirit are one God. 
Some have ſtated the ſame argument thus. 


The Father according to ſcripture is ſtiled God ; the Son 
God; the Holy Ghoſt is never expreſsly ſo ſtiled : Moſes ts 


called God, Exod. vii. 1. Angels and Magiſtrates are called 
Gods, Exod, xx1i. 28. Pſm, Ixxxii. 1. 6, John x. 34. 35. 


But the ſame ſcripture aſſerts, there is but one God. 


It follows, that Father, Son, Moſes, Angels, and Magi- 
rates are one God. 


Perhaps Matt. xxiii. 9. 10. may throw ſome light in recon- 
ciling the ſcripture to itſelf in ſaying, there is but one God 
the Father, 1 Cor. vii. 6; and yet calling other heings Gods, 
Call no man your Father upon the Earth, for one is your Father, 
&c. and vet Chriſtians call men their natural and ſpiritual Fa- 
ther.— ue is your Maſter even Chriſt, and yet men have maſters 
beſides him. Query then, whether oze Father, and one maſter 
do not ſignify one ſupreme father and maſter * So the one 
God fignifies him, who by way of eminence is ſupreme. 


- eſſence 
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eſſence or ſubſtance, or introduced the Sabellian 
hereſy, ſo it was, he oppoſed his Biſhop, and 
aſſerted there was a lime when the Son was not; and 
that he was created out of nothing. Alexander be- 
ing diſturbed by theſe poſitions of his Preſbyter, 
commanded him to renounce them, and con- 
tended, that the © Son is from eternity, immuta- 
ble, like the Father; excepting that he is not 
unhegotten or ſelf-exiſting ; that on this account, 
the Father is greater than the Son ; and the Son 
is of a middle nature between the firſt cauſe of all 
things, and the creatures, which, from a ſtate of 
non-exiſtence, were called into beings,” The 
emperor Conſtantine condeſcended to mediate 
between theſe two zealots; found fault with 
Alexander, and told him he required from his 
Preſbyters a declaration of their ſentiments con- 
cerning a filly empty queſtion : and Arius, that 
he had imprudently uttered what he ſhould not 
have even thought of; and that queſtions about 
ſuch things, proceed from an idle itch of diſpu- 
tation, and were of ſo high a nature as to be in- 
comprehenſible ; and as they did not introduce 
any new hereſy, concerning the worſhip of God, they 
ſhould communicate with each otheri. This ſalu- 
tary advice was rejected, in conſequence of 
which, the Nicene council was called in the year 


325. This council decreed, that the Son was 


conſubſtantial (that is, having the ſame kind of 
þ Jortin's Rem. Eccl. Hiſt, vol. 3, p. 47. 
: Chandler's Introduction to the Hiſt, of the Inquiſition, p. 25, 


ſubſtance, 
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ſubſtance, as an earthly ſon, partakes of the ſame 
kind of nature with his father) with God the Fa- 
ther in oppoſition to Arius, who held they were 
of different ſubſtance, and in oppoſition to Sabel- 
lius, whoſe tenet was, that they were of one in- 
dividual fubſtancel.— If theſe different notions of 
Arius, Alexander, and the Nicene fathers, be 
tried by the ſacred writings, it will be found, 
that there is nothing in thoſe writings ſaid eck, 
preſsly concerning them. It is ſaid, indeed, that 
Jeſus is the Son of God, and the only begotten of 
the Father from which it has been infered, that 
as every ſon of man partakes of the nature of his 
father ; ſo Jeſus, being the Son of God, partakes 
of the nature of God. But if it be conſidered, 
that Adam, Angels, and ſincere Chriſtians, are 
ſaid in ſcripture to be Sons of God, and the laſt 
mentioned, partakers of the divine nature (Luke 
bi. 38. Gen. vi 4. Job xxxviii. 7. Rom. viii. 14. 
2 Pet. i. 4.) the argument perhaps will not 
bear to have much ftreſs laid upon it. That the 
Nicene Fathers ſhould decree Jeſus Chriſt to be 
conſubſtantial with his Father, is not ſtrange ; as 
it was believed in their days, that angels, and the 
ſouls of men, were generated from the divine 
ſubſtance, In this, as to human ſouls, they had 
the concurrence of the Philoſophers of Greece 


k Ben Mordecai, let. 1. p. 90. Jortin's Rem. Eccl. Hiſt, 
vol. 3, p. 96. 
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and Rome. — Dr. Clarke aſſerts, that the ſerip- 
ture has no where at all declared what is the pro- 
per metaphyſical nature, eſſence, or ſubſtance, of 
any of the three perſons, but deſcribes and diſ- 
tinguiſhes them always by their perſonal characters, 
offices, powers, and attributes ; that the ſcripture 
never makes mention of any limitation of time, 
when the Son and Spirit derived their being from 
the father ; nor of the particular metaphyſical man- 
ner of their derivation, but ſuppoſes them to 
have exiſted with the Father from the beginning, 
and before all worlds . From hence it appears, 
by che way, that Dr. Clarke diſavowed thoſe pe- 
culiarities of Arius for which he was condemned, 
and therefore was improperly denominated an 
Arian, If the above aſſertions of the Doctor, 
be allowed to be true; all thoſe diſputes which 
have been carried on concerning the eſſence or ſub- 
ſtance of the three perſons, and the preciſe man- 
ner in which the Son was begotten, and the Holy 
Spirit proceeded, have been about ſpeculations 
of which men in the preſent imperfect ſtate can 
arrive at no certainty. It is wrangling about 
1 Jackſon's Reply, Pref. p. 6, and p. 5. 55. 286. 328. 
Gibbon on the Decline of the Roman Empire, p. 457. Ci- 
cero ſaith, audiebam Pythagoram, Pythagoreoſque, incolas 
pene noſtros, qui eſſent Italici Philoſophi quondam nomĩ- 


nati, nunquam dubitafſe, quin ex univerſa mente devina de- 
libatos animos haberemus. Cato major. 


n Ser. Doc. pt. 2. & 4. 13. 2 1. 22, 
what 
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what they have no idea of, and attempting to be w/e 
above what is written, It is not the efſence of God, 
ſimply conſidered, that is the object of our vene- 
ration, gratitude, praiſe, obedience, fear, hope, 

and truſt ; but his being our Father, Preſerver, 
Benefattor, Sovereign, and Judge. Were it poſ- 
ſible (with reverence be it ſpoken) that theſe re- 
lations were annihilated, and had no concern 
with us, and we had nothing to hope, or fear, 
from him, thoſe duties of gratitude, praiſe, &c. 

would ceaſe, notwithſtanding his eternal eſſence. 
In like manner, whether the Son and Spirit be 
of the ſame eſſence with the Father, or not; the 
duties we owe them reſult from the character and 
offices they appear to ſuſtain, according to ſcrip- 
ture, in the important buſineſs of our ſalvation. 
The goſpel was preached to the poor and un- 
learned ; and therefore it cannot be thought that 
a wiſe, and a merciful being, would place their 
everlaſting happineſs on ſpeculations concerning 
the confubſtantial generation of the Son, and the 
proceſſ on of the Holy Ghoſt, in one numerical 
eſſence with the Father, unleſs he had clearly and 
expreſsly revealed them. On the contrary, in 
reading the New Teſtament, we find, as Dr. 

Watts juſtly obſerves, * that the ſtreſs of our 
ſalvation is laid upon our humble ſenſe of our 
ſins, our return to God the Father, by ſincere 
repentance, and change of heart and life, and 
our unfeigned fait in the Lord Jeſus ;” that is, 
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as the Son of God, the Meſſiah, the ſent of God, 
aQling in his name, and by his authority, and 
conſtituted by him an allſafficient Saviour and 
Lord. If the reader wiſhes to examine the 
ground of theſe aſſertions, he may conſult the 
following texts: Acts xx. 21. Akts xvi. 31. 
Rom. x. 9. John xx. 31. Mark i. 15. John x. 
25. John v. 30, 36, 37, 43. Matt. x. 40. Mark 
ix. 37. John vii. 16. John vin. 26, 28, 42. John 
xii. 44, 49, 50. John xiii. 20. John xvii. 21, 23. 
1 Cor. i. 30. Heb. vii. 25. Acts ii. 36. Phil. ii. 
9, 10, 11, 1 Pet. i. 21. Eph. i. 22. 


From the paſſages here referred to, it would 
ſeem, that our faith in Chriſt reſpetts him as the 
perſon appointed and ſent of God, to be the Sa- 
viour of the world, and that our dependence, 
and truſt in his declarations, and promiſes, ulti- 
mately terminate in the Father, in whoſe name 
he appeared, whoſe will he revealed, and by 
whom he was raiſed from the dead, and made 
head over all things to the church ; and there- 
fore the belief of his co-equalzty, and confubſtan- 
tiality, with the Father, 1s not effential to the . 
comfort, and hope of chriſtians, or their falva- 
tion. 


The ſhort account of the Tenets of Tritheiſts, 
Sabellians, Trinitarians, Socinians, and Arians, 
intended in this tract, is now before the reader. 
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Some difficulties attend each of theſe tenets, but 
which has the greateſt difficulty, or comes neareſt 
to ſcripture, is leſt to the inquiſitive and unpre- 
judiced to determine. The ſubjett itſelf is of a 
myſterious nature, and men can know no more 


of it than God hath thought proper to reveal. 


When they have attempted to explain, what 
was not revealed of it, for the moſt part they in- 
volved themſelves in great perplexities, and their 
explications terminated in ſome abſurdity or 
contradiction. It has been an unhappy caſe, 
when ſuch explanations have been obtruded as 
divine truths, and maintained with a zeal which 
conſumed the benign ſpirit of charity. The 
humble, inquiſitive, and ſerious chriſtian, who 
wiſhes to model his faith of the trinity, not by 
cuſtom, intereſt, or human creeds, but by the 
clear declarations of holy writ, ſhould therefore, 
be careful to diſtinguiſh between the reaſonings 
and ſpeculations of men, and the expreſs aſſer- 
tions of divine inſpiration, and never to admit 
the former but as far as they are conſiſtent with 
the latter. He ſhould look into his Bible with 
the diſpoſition of a learner, to receive what 1s 
there revealed, and not to ſeek for arguments 
to ſupport a pre-conceived hypotheſis ; and in 
the courſe of his enquiries ſhould not forget ad- 
dreſſing God for his guidance. It may not be 
improper, alſo, to add, that it is an important 
part of wiſdom to ſtop on this ſubjeR, where 
; revelation 
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revelation is ſilent, and not multiply conjeQures, 
where reaſon hath no ſuihcient data to decide. 
The propriety of theſe reflections will appear 
evident, after the peruſal of the ſubſequent re- 
marks on the preceding ſyſtems relating to the 
trinity. 


In order to decide on any ſcripture doctrine, 
the moſt obvious queſtion is, whether it be ex- 
frefoly, or in ſo many words, affirmed in ſcrip- 
ture? As Tritheiſts, Sabellians, and Trinitarians, 
real and nominal, expreſs their opinions in the 
ſame phraſeology, let us aſk, doth the ſcripture 
exprefsly affirm that God Almighty is Father, 
Son, and Spirit, three perſons, each God, and 
yet one God in eſſence ? It is certain, no ſuch 
propoſition formally occurs in the ſacred wri- 
tings. How then, it may be aſked, came chriſ- 
tians to adopt this 1dea of God, that he is three 
perſons, or three in any ſenſe? the anſwer is, 
from reaſonings on the peculiar and diſtinguiſh- 
ing titles, characters, and offices aſcribed to Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit, in ſcripture, compared 
with the declarations, that there is but one God. 
Archbiſhop Tillotſon obſerves, that the three in 
whoſe name every chriſtian is baptized, * are 
ſpoken of with as much diſtinction ſrom one ano- 
ther, as we uſe to ſpeak of three ſeveral perſons, 
So that though the word trinity be not found 
in ſcripture, yet theſe three are there expreſsly 
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and frequently mentioned; and a trinity is no- 


thing but three of any things. —“ Such different 


properties, actions, characters and circumſtances 
are,” ſaith Dr. Watts, © aſcribed to theſe three, 
as are uſually aſcribed to three diſtin perſons 
among mene.“ What is attributed to the Fa- 
ther, cannot be attributed to the Son ; and what 
is attributed to the Father and Son, cannot be 
attributed to the Holy Spirit. For inſtance, the 
Father is repreſented as having a Son, but this 
cannot be ſaid of the Son, and the Holy Spirit. 
The Father is ſaid to ſend both the Son, and Spi- 
rit, John xii. 49, John xiv. 26. But it is never 
ſaid that they ſend the Father. The Son hath 
a body prepared him, and was made fleſh. Heb. 
X. 5, John 1. 14, but neither the Father, nor 
the Spirit, is ſaid to be incarnate. Jeſus Chriſt 
is ſpoken of as a mediator between God and Men, 
and, in one place, Rom. viii. 27, the Spirit is 
ſaid to make interceſſion for the Saints according 
# Sermon 48. It cannot be proved that the word tri- 
nity, as applied to Father, Son, and Spirit, was uſed 
by any writer in the Chriſtian Church before Theophilus 
Antiochenus, about A. D. 180. Dr, Scot's Eſſay on the 
Trinity, preface p. 9. See Ben Mor. let. 1. p. 106. The 
firſt creed that mentions any thing like an unity in trinity is 
that of Lucian the! Martyr, about the end of the third cen- 
tury, and the words according to Athanaſius were, * 


ſubſtance they are three things, in agreement they are one,” 
Mr. Robertſon's attempt to explain the word reaſon, &c. p. Gt. 


„ Dr. Watts's Chr, Doct. of the Trin. prop. 12. 
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to the will of God; but God the Father is never 
affirmed to be a mediator, or interceſſor, with 
the Son, or Spirit. The Son is ſaid to live by 
the Father, and that the Father gave him to 
have life in himſelf, Jobn vi. 57, John v. 26, 
but the ſcripture will by no means ſupport us in 
reverſing theſe declarations. Theſe conſidera- 
tions, along with many others which might be 
adduced, juſtify chriſtians in denominating the 
Father, and Son, diſtinct perſons; meaning 
by perſon, a diſtin, intelligent agent, accord- 
ing to the common acceptation of the word ; 
but many have doubted the diſtin perſonality 
of the Holy Spirit. With ſubmiſſion, this ſeems 
to. have been without juſt ground, as perſonal 
characters are aſcribed to him. He his repre- 
ſented as ſent, as coming, going, hearing, teach- 
ing, John xiv. 26, John xv. 26, 27, John xvi. 
7, 13 ; as being reſiſted, and grieved, Acts vu. 
51. Eph. iv. 30; as ſpeaking, and commanding, 
Acts x. 19, Acts xii. 2; and he is mentioned 
diſtinftly from the Father, and the Son, Mate, 
XXV111. 19, 2 Cor. xiii. 14, Eph. ii. 18, 1 Cor. 
vi. 11. In ſhort, it is apprehended, that by the 
ſame kind of arguments that one ſhould prove 
that Peter, John, and Paul, were three perſons, 
the Father, Son, and Spirit may be proved to 
to be ſuch, that is, three ſpirits having diſtin 
underſtanding and will. The Father, and 
Son, are repreſented as reciprocally knowing 


each . 
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each other, and as having diſtin wills, John K. 
15, Heb. x. 7, John vi. 38; and the Holy Spi- 


rit receiveth that which is the Son's. and ſheweth 


it to the apoſtles, and divideth to every man 
ſeverally as he willeth, John xvi. 14, 1 Cor. xii. 
11. Suppoling it then proved, that the ſcripture 
will juſtify our calling the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
three perſons, in the ſame ſenſe that we ſhould 
call three angels, or ſpirits, three perſons, let us 
conſider how the principles, before recited, of 
Tritheiſts, &c. will be affected. 


We ſay then, that Father, Son, and Spirit, 
are each God, equal in power, dominion and 
glory. Then, there are three equal Gods. But 
we ſay, their eſſences are inſeparably united; 
and thus, there is but one God. Let it be al- 
lowed ; one God, in that caſe, is a compound of 
three Spirits or Gods, equal in all perfection. 
The Realiſt ſeeth the conſequence, and intends 
to avoid it.— The Father * only hath it (his be- 
ing) of himſelf, and is the original of all power 
and eſſence in the Sonp.”—* It is certain that 
the Son has his knowledge and every other per- 
feftion from the Father, in the ſame ſenſe as he 
hath alſo his nature or ſubſtance from the Fa- 
ther? . It is moſt reaſonable to aſſert that there 
is but one perſon who is ſrom none ; and the very 
generation of the Son and proceſlion of the Holy 


p Biſhop Pearſon on the Cieed, p. 34. 
g Dr. Waterland's Serm. vii. p. 267. 


Ghoſt 


* 


(WW) 


Ghoſt undeniably prove that neither of theſe 


two can be that perſon. It followeth therefore, 


that this perſon 1s the Father, which name ſpeaks 
nothing of dependence, nor ſuppoſeth any kind of 
priority in another.“ Admitting theſe princi- 
ples of the Realiſts, let us conſider the conſe- 
quences which naturally flow from them. If 
then, we ſay that the father alone is from none, 
unoriginate, or ſelf-exiſtent, and that the Son 
and Spirit derive their eſſence and perfeQions 
from him, we ſay in effect, that the Father is 
moſt high, and that the Son and Spirit are infe- 
rior to him; for, according to our Saviour's 
maxim, it is more bleſſed to give than to receive. 
Acts xx. 35. and it ſeems agreeable to the prin- 
ciples of common fenſe to fay, that he who 
alone is ſelf-exiſtent, and the fountain of deity, 
muſt be ſuperior to thoſe to whom theſe cha- 
rafters cannot be appropriated, as well as 
agreeable to the words of our Saviour, my Fa- 
ther is greater than greater than all. Here 
then, the ſyſtem of the Realiſt is embarraſſ- 
ed. If he aſſerts, that the three perſons are 
equally ſelf-exiſtent, and independent ; by his 
own confeffion he runs into Tritheiſm : if he 
aſſerts, that the Father alone is from none, he 
makes the Son and Spirit to be inferior to him, 
notwithſtanding a ſpecifick ſameneſs of effence ; 
which is ſomething like ſemi-arianiſm. To ob- 


Biſhop Pearſon on the Creed, p. 40. 
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viate fairly one of theſe conſequences, requires 
uncommon dexterity : for by maintaining the 
perfect co-equality of the three perſons, each as 
Cod, where is the talked of pre- eminence of the 
Father ? where is the unity? if the Realiſt 
thinks he ſaves both by aſſertiug the {el/-exilence 
and independence of the Father, excluſively ; by 
that very aflertion he deſtroys the co-equalety ; 
or this paradox follows, {e{/-exiflence and in- 
dependence are no divine perfeftions; and 
there is no ineguality between bim who hath, 
independently, all perfeQion of himſelf, and 
them who, independently, have of themſelves 
none : for it is to be remembered, that the Rea- 
bft lays it down as an eſtabliſhed principle to pre- 
ſerve the unity, that the Son and Spirit derive 
their nature, and all their powers from the Fa- 
ther. When theſe difficulties preſs hard, the 
derivation of the Son, eſpecially, is ſaid to be 
an eternal, immutable, and neceſſary emanation ; 
as light from the Son; a tree from its root; or 
a river from its fountain. In this ſenſe, it is 
doubted, whether, according to the analogy of 
language, God can, with any propriety, be called 
the Father of Jeſus Chriſt ; as the term, Father, 
excludes neceſſity, and implies freedom of will. 
Could any man, with any propriety, call his 
arm, his ſon * Theſe difficulties are pointed out, 
* The reader may conſult Ben Mordecai's Enquiry into 
the Opinions of learned Chriſtians concerning the Genera- 
tion of Jeſus Chriſt, chap. 9, and rs Letters to Dr. 
Randolph, lett. 1, p. 7. 
as 
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as an argument for the exerciſe of charity. In 
a word, the one God of the Realiſt is a com- 
pound of three Spirits, one underived, and two 
derived; one a felf-exiſtent God, and the other 
two deriving their deity from him. It is a natu- 
ral queſtion for a humble enquirer to put in this 
place, doth the ſcripture explicitly give us, any 
where, this idea of one God ? The nominal Tri- 
nitarian, Sabellian, Arian, and Socinian, appre- 
hend that it doth not. The Nominal adopts a 


ſyſtem which appears to him leſs perplexed 


and encumbered with difficulties —As being 
next in order, let us conſider his ſyſtem. As he 
expreſſes his ideas in the very ſame terms with 
the Realiſt, it becomes neceſſary to have an ex- 
planation of thoſe terms, —Pray Sir, when you 
ſay, God is three perſons, do you mean that he 
is three ſpirits, or one ſpirit ? One ſpirit. — 
Then how do you make it out, that he his hree 
perſons, or conſcious agents, with diſtintt under- 
ſtanding and will ?—That is not my idea of per- 
ſon.ä— No? Then, you depart from the idea of 
the ſcriptures, which ſpeak of the facred three, 
in the ſame terms, that men commonly ſpeak of 
three perſons properly ſo called. Sir, © the ſa- 
cred writings were not addreſſed to the literati, 
to philoſophers, and ſcholars, but to the com- 
mon people, and conſequently, they uſed words 
in their plain popular fignifications.” But you 
are, by your ſcheme, forced to ule the word 
s Robinſon's Plea, 
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perſon in a ſenſe contrary to its plain ſignification. 
The Father is a ſpirit according to the context, 


John iv. 23, 24. The Holy Spirit, by his very: 


name, is a diſtinct Spirit from the Father; and 
the Son, as being begotten before all ages, and 
having a body prepared him, Heb. x. 5. and com- 
ing forth from the Father into the world, John xvi. 
28. appears to have been a diſtinct ſpirit from 
both“. But, according to you, the Father, Son, 
and Spirit, each God, are but one Spirit, with 
one numerical conſciouſneſs and will, which 


ſeems irreconcileable according to the plain 


meaning of words with what we read in John 
xiv. 16, 17, 26. John xv. 16. Epheſ. ii. 18. 
Ephel. iv. 4, 5, 6, &c. &c.. Let us conſider a 
particular inſtance. The Holy Ghoſt deſcended in 
a bodily ſhape, like a dove upon him (Chriſt) and a 
voice came from heaven, which ſaid, thou art my be- 
loved Sox, in thee I am well pleaſed. Luke iii. 22. 
According to the principles of the nominal Tri- 
nitarian, here is the one infinite Spirit deſcend- 
ing on itfelf when united with man, and faying 
to itſelf in this ſtate; thou art my beloved Son, 
in thee I am well pleaſed : or perhaps, more 


* Divines frequently ſpeak of a Covenant of Redemption, 
in which certain things were ſtipulated between the Father 
and the Son, prior to the incarnation. —Now, if the Father 
and the Son are only one Spirit, according to human ideas, 
there literally could be no Covenant, as only one mind, 
conſciouſneſs, and will, was concerned. 
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accurately thus, one diſtinction in the infinite 
mind, deſcending upon another diſtinction 
in the ſame mind incarnate, when the mind 
itſelf not incarnate, faith to it, thou art my be- | 
loved Son, &c —The Nominals have been, 
for the moſt part, embarraſſed about giving a 
definition of the word perſon. If they uſe it in 
a ſenſe denoting different relations or characters, 
as when one and the ſame man may be ſaid to be 
three perſons becauſe he ſuſtains the characters 
of Father, Son, and Brother ; or when George 
the third may be ſaid to be king of England, 
king of Scotland, and king of Ireland; when 
they apply it in that ſenſe to the trinity, they are 
Sabellians, and, in effect, deſtroy the real per- 
ſonality of the Son (excepting as man) and of the 
Spirit. When Saint Au'ſtin was aſked what the 
three perſons were, he ſaid, © human learning 
is ſcanty, and affords not terms to expreſs it. It 
is therefore anſwered three perſons, not as if 
that was to the purpoſe, but ſomewhat muſt be 
{aid, and we muſt not be filent:.” _ What end 
can it anſwer to uſe a word which is not to the 
purpoſe, or contrary to its plain and popular ſig- 
nification? Would it not be better entirely to 
diſcard it ? 


+ De Trin. |. 5. c. . 
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The obſervations now made, ſhew, that the 
ſyſtem of the Nominals is not without its great 
difficulties when compared to ſcripture, and 
though it certainly avoids Tritheiſm, yet it is 
not certain, that it keeps clear of Sabellianiſm. 
According to it, one and the ſame ſpirit is be- 
gotten, and yet unbegotten, and yet neither, but 
proceeding ; one and the fame Spirit is the 
ſender, and the ſent; is incarnate, and yet not 
incarnate; comes down ſrom heaven (the hu- 
man nature of Chriſt did not come down from 
heaven) not to do his own will, but the will of 
himſelf, who fent himſelf: in ſhort, one and the 
lame ſpirit gives and receives ſatisfaction, and 

yet doth neither; and is at once a neceſſarily ex- 
iſtent God, a begotten God, and a God by pro- 
ceſſion. If che ſcriptures had expreſsly given 
this idea of the ſupreme being, chriſtians would 
do right in implicitly receiving it as a ſacred myſ- 
tery, but as it is the reſult of human reaſonings 
from revelation, they are juſtiſied in examining 
and rejecting it, if found not agreeable to that 


rule and ſtandard of faith. 
. 

We are next in order, to conſider the diffi- 
culties attending the Sabellian and Socinian 
{chemes, but thoſe difficulties are obvious to the 
attentive reader of the preceding remarks on 
nominal Trinitarianiſm reſpecting proper perſon- 
ality: for, according to the former, the three 


perſons are only three names of one being; and 
| according 
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according to the latter, the Holy Spirit is but 
another name for the Father; and the Son is a 
mere man. We will therefore paſs on to con- 
fider the difficulties of what is commonly deno- 
minated Arian. The Arians maintain the 
proper perſonality of the ſacred three in the fame 
ſenſe as the Reaifts ; but they deny, that thoſe 
three are ever expreſsly ſaid in ſcripture to be 
the one God, or of one generical or individual 
eſſence, this being wholly the reſult of reaſoning. 
On the contrary, the word God, according to 
them, when uſed abfolutely, in ſcripture, never 
denotes three perſons, but the perſon of the Fa- 
ther only. He is ſtiled the one God, in contra- 
diſtiaQtion to the Son and Spirit» ; the true God”; 
the only true God"; the God and Father of our Lord 
Feſus Chriſty, —The moſt found Trinitarians ac- 
knowledge that the Father derives his nature 
and perfettions from none; he acts in ſubjection 
to the will of none whatever ; but all, the Son, 
and Spirit not excepted, att in ſubjection to his 
will. He hath all power, dominion, and fove- 
reignty, original, underived, and independent 
on any, in and of himſelf. He is the fountain 
of deity. From theſe premiſes, acknowledged 
juſt by the orthodox, it is inferred by the Arians, 


1 1 Cor. vii. 6, Eph. iv. 6. 
v 1 Theſl. i. 9. 
w [John xvil. 3. 
* Cor. i. 3. Eph. i. 3, 17. 
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that the Son and Spirit are inſcrior to the Father; 
and that he alone 1s the ſupreme, independent 
governor of the univerſe. Trinitarians appre- 
hend, that this inferiority degrades the Son and 
Spirit into the rank of creatures. Some allow the 
conlequence ; others» reject that appellation, not 
only becauſe the ſcripture never calls them crea- 
tures, but is entirely ſilent reſpecting their fence 
and mode of derivation; and therefore on a ſub- 
ject ſo myſterious, they think it beſt to deter- 
mine nothing poſitively, leſt they ſhould incur 
the cenſure of prying into things not ſcen, and at- 
tempting to be wiſe above what is written, Their 
opponents conſider all this as an evaſion of the 
difficulty, and maintain, that if the Son and Spi- 
rit be not each God in the fame, and in as high a 
ſenſe as the father ſimſelf, they are creatures. Here 
the matter ultimately ſeems to depend upon a 
queſtion in which both parties are concerned, 
namely, whether an intelligent being can derive 
his nature, and all his attributes from the ſelſ- 
exiſtent God, and not be a creature ? If this be 
poſſible, the Arian might aſſert the inferiority of 
the Son and Spirit to the Father, without de- 
grading them into the rank of creatures: if not 
poſſible, the Trinitarian, who aſſerts that the 
Father alone is unoriginate, and independent, 
and the fountain of deity, hath reaſon to conſi- 
der, whether bis own principles be not, in reaſon, 
y Dr. Clarke, Mr. Jackſon, Dr. Daniel Scott, &c. 

i chargeable 
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chargeable with the ſame degradation.—Anothef 
objection againſt Arianiſm is, that it maintains 
two Gods, one ſupreme, and one ſubordinate. 
To relieve a little of the dullneſs of thus conſi- 
dering things pro and con, I ſhall quote the ob- 
jeQtion in the words of the ingenious Mr. Robin- 


ſon in his Plea for the Divinity of Chriſt, who pro- 


pofes it in a manner peculiar to himſelf; ap 1 
will introduce an Arian copying the manner and 
reaſonings of that gentleman, in anſwering it; 
taking care to mark the words borrowed from 
different parts of the Plea by inverted commas. 
„ am Jehovah, and there is none elſe. There is 
no God beſides me. A juſt God and a Savi- 
* our, there is none beſides me. I am God, 
« there is none like me. Is there a God beſides 
* me? yea there is no God, I know not any. 
« (Ifaiah xlv. 5, 6, 21. Iſaiah xlvi. 9. Iſaiah 
„ xliv. 8) This is the God of my bible: but 
« beſides this God, there is in my propoſition 
another God, a delegated God. Here are 
two Gods. Here is a ſupreme God, and a 
1 ſubordinate God; a natural God, and an arti- 
« ficial God; a great God, and a little God. 
* A philoſopher has one God; a Jew has one 
« God; a chriſtian it ſeems has two Gods. What 
* world of difficulties belong to this propoſi- 
c tion, &cz,” 


z Plea p. 67. 


1 
K 
' 
1 
| 
# 
| 


zi 
{ 
i 
9 0 
N 1 
1 
4 
if 
v 
*F 
1 
it 
1 
1 
T 
' 
ia 
4 
i 
1 
Wy 
. 8 
3 1 
1 If 
” _ 
*y ; 


— 


—— — — — rr Ä te —_—_—_—_ en — - cd 


. 
_— * *. 232 — a0 


(84): 

Nothing can be more plainly and expreſsly 
aſſerted in ſcripture, than that there is but one 
God, one Lord, and one Saviour, but the ſame _ 
ſcripture alſo aſſerts, that there are Gods many, 
and Lords many, and different Saviours. Neh. 
ix. 27. Obad. 21. How to reconcile this ap- 
parent inconſiſtency is the difficulty.—The ſcrip- 
ture no where declares explicitly, that the one 
God is Father, Son, and Spirit ; but it doth 
explicitly declare, that there is none other Gods but 
one—and, to us there is but one God the Fathera. 
The Father 1s the only true God, according to our 
Saviour's teſtimony ; and according to St. Paul, 
one God and Father of all, who is above all, and 
through all, and in you alle.. If, aceording to 
theſe expreſs aſſertions, the Father alone be the 
one God, how can Chriſt be God is the queſtion ? 
I am not a philoſopher exerciſing the ſpecula- 
* tions of my uncertain reaſon to form a con- 
e jeQtural propoſition,” but following the light 
which ſcripture affords me. I read juſt now 
from Iſaiah, there is no God beſides me, and yet I 
find God characterized the God of Gods, and Lord 


of Lordsd, that he is great above all Gods, and that 
there is none to be compared to him in heaven 


a 1 Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. 
5 John xvii. 1. comp. with v. 3. 
c Eph. iv. 6. 


d Deut. x. 17. Dan. xi. 36. 
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or earth*; and the moſt high God. If there 
were no God whatever, beſides him who ſpeaks 
in Iſaiah, where would be the propriety of the 
ſcriptural phraſes, God of Gods, and God moſt high? 
And the Lord ſaid unto Moſes, ſee I have made 
thee a God unto Pharaoig. How is this? © Here 
is a great God and alittle God; a natural God 
*« and an artificial God; here are two Gods.” 
I will examine further.—God dire Moſes to 
ſay to the children of Iſrael ; thou ſhalt not revile 
the Gods, nor curſe the ruler of thy peopleb. God 
judgeth among the congregations of the Gods. I have 
ſaid ye are Gods, and all of you are children of the 
moſt, high, but ye ſhall die lite men. —Morſſip him 
all ye Cod. Can the Pſalmiſt be right? I read 
juſt now from Iſaiah, there is no God beſides me ; 
and here I read of God judging among the Gods, 
and theſe Gods are called upon to worſhip him. 
Why, here ate a ſupreme God and ſubordinate 
Gods; a great God and little Gods; and the 
little Gods are to worſhip the great one,—** In 
A book of inſpiration we may expect the utmoſt 


e Pſalm xcv. 3. 2 Chron. ii. 5. 2 Chron. vi. 14. 1 

Kings viii. 23. 

F Gen. xiv. 18, 19, 20, 22. Pſm. Ixxviii. 56, Pſm. lvii. 
2. Acts. vii. 48. 

g Exod. vii. 1. 

þ Exod. xxil. 28. 

1 Pſm. lxxxii. 1, 6. 

& Pſm. xcvii. 7. 
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% preciſion.” In that book I read, I will prarfe 
thee with my whole heart, before the Gods I will ſing 
praiſes unto thee!.— Jeſus anfwered, is it not written 
in your law, I faid ye are Coden The word was 
God. The ſame was in the beginning wirn Goda. 
—Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever vie re- 
fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the 
oil of gladneſs above thy fellowss.—God being with 
God; and God, eyen the God of that God 
whoſe throne 1s for ever and ever, imply, ACr 
cording to the plain meaning of words, two Gods: 
if equal, there are two moſt high Gods: if une» 
qual, there is, according to Mr. Rohinſon's pro- 
poſition, a ſupreme and a ſubordinate God. If 
Moſes be not God; if Angels and Magiſtrates 
be not Gods, according to the above quotations; | 
ſurely, the writers of the Old and New Teſta- 
ment *© diſcovered great injudiciouſneſs in the 
* choice of their words, and adopted a very in- 
* cautious and dangerous ſtile,” though I dare 
not go ſo far as to ſay, as Mr. R. doth, that on 
that account their inſpiration may be queſtioned; 
and yet, ſuch certainly was the language they 
uſed in their addreſſes to men prone to idolatry. 
The difficulty remains till as great as ever. Let 


} Pſalm cxxxviii. 1. 


„John x. 34, 35, 
7 John i. 1, 2, 


o Heb. i. 8, . 
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us return once more to the paſſages in Iſaiah. 
I am Jehovah, and there is none elſe, there is no God 
befides me. As a ſound Trinitarian, Mr. R. muſt 
underſtand theſe words in one of theſe two ſenſes, 
I am Jehovah, and there is no God beſides me 
Father, me Son, and me Holy Spirit, that is, beſides 
us three: or I am the eſſence of Father, Son, and. 
Spirit, and there is no eſſence beſides me. But 
why the perſonal pronouns, I and me, ſhould be 
applied reſpeQively to ſeveral perſons, or to no 
perſon, but an abſtratt eſſence, contrary to their 
plain obvious meaning, it is difficult to ſay, Mr. 
R. obſerves, ** there can be no better canon of 
6 interpretation, than that which an amiable pre- 
„late has given us; ſcripture is to be taken in 
* that ſenſe in which the common people who 
« heard it firſt took itz.” New, let us ſuppoſe 
the common people in Iſaiah's time, attending to 
the words under conſideration; do you think they 
conceived that God whom the prophet announ- 
ced to them, to be three perſons ; or no perſon ; 
but the eſſence of three Aſſuredly, the com- 
* man people never thought of theſe ſenſes.” 
Biſhop Beveridge obſerves, that the Jews, 
though they have had the law above three thou- 
ſand, and the prophets above two thouſand years 
among them, yet, to this day, they could never 
make this (the trinity) an article of faith, 


p P. 75. 
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but they, as well as the Mahometans, till aſſert, 
| that God is only one in perſon, as well as na-- 
| tures.” —If it could be clearly afcertained which 
of the three perſons, or whether all together, 
were the one true God, whom the Patriarchs 
and Jews worſhipped, we might then know, to 
whom to apply the ſcriptures cited from Iſaiah, 
that there was no God or Saviour beſides him, 
by which means, ſome part of the difficulty 
may be obviated. Let the attempt be made. 
The God of Abraham, faith St. Peter, and of 
Tſaac, and of Jacob, and the God of our Fathers, 
hath glorified his Son Jeſisr.— Had Jeſus a Son? 
No. Had the Holy Spirit a Son? No. Had 
God the Father a Son? Yes. Then the Fa- 
ther was the God of the Patriarchs, and their 
deſcendants, and is the perſon pointed out in 
Iſaiah. Perhaps this may be a miſtake, it was 
Jeſus Chriſt that was there referred to. Sup- 
poſe it, and then read the text.—Jefus Chriſt, 
the God of Abraham, and of Iſaac, &c. glori- 
fied his Son Jeſus. Jefus, according to this com- 
ment, would be the Father of himſelf. It will 
not do.—We have, ſaid the Jews, one Father, even 
God, Jeſus faid unto them, if God were your Father 
ye would love me, for I proceeded forth and came from 
God. Ut is my Father honoureth me of whom ye ſay 
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he is your God.. If we admit this teſtimony of our 
Saviour, his Father was the God of the Jews, 
and he is the perſon pointed out in Iſaiah. This 
is the one God and Father of all, who is above alli, 
and greater than all», the only true God whom our 
Saviour worſhiped, and taught his diſciples to 
worſhip, and called hzs God and Fatherv; the moſt 
high, whoſe Son Jeſus was oe; that God our Sa- 
viour, who ſaved us through Jeſus Chriſt our 
Saviours; that God, who anointed the God 
whoſe throne is for ever and ever, with the oil 
of gladneſs above his fellows; that one Lord, 
who made Jeſus both Lord and Chriſt, ; and in 
ſhort, that God who at ſundry times, and in divers 
manners, ſpake unto the Fathers bythe Prophets, and 
hath in theſe laſt days ſpoken unto us by HIS SOM. 
This is the God of my bible. Mr. R. may poſ- 


fibly think, that if Jeſus Chriſt be not included 


in this one God, he is no God at all ; but if in- 
cluded, the difficulty will be folved. Let it be 
ſo. The Father and Son are the one God. How 


s John viii. 41, 42, 54. 

F Eph, iv. 6. 

« John X. 29. 

John xvii. 3. Matt. vi. 9. John iv. 23. John xx. 17. 
zo Luke i. 32. Mark v. 7. 

x Tit. iii. 4, 6. 

„ Heb. i. 8, 9. 
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now ſtands his propoſition? Why juſt as before. 
There is a ſupreme God and ſubordinate Gods; 
a natural God and artificial Gods; a great God 
and little Gods; for in that book where we may 
expect the greateſt preciſion, angels and magi- 
ſtrates are ſtiled Gods; and men Saviours, not- 
withſtanding that it aſſerts, there is but one God 
and one Saviour.—At length, the ſolution of the 
difficulty ſeems to be this“ the one God, or 
the only God, are expreſſions in ſcripture which 
ſignify the moſt high God. This appears plain 
from other inſtances: thus, when it is ſaid that 
God only is holy, though angels are likewiſe 
ſtiled holy, the ſenſe muſt be, that he alone is 
ſuper-eminently and unchangeably holy; as like- 
wiſe it is declared, that there is none good but 
one, that is, God, though we read of good men 
and good ſpirits. In the ſame manner, though 
there are Gods many, as St. Paul tells us, to us 
chriſtians there is but one God the Father, one 
ſupreme God and Father of all, and all others de- 
rive their being, power, and authority from him, 
the chief and independent God of the whole crea- 
tion.” Here ends the whole affair between Mr. 


Robinſon and the ſuppoſed Arian. Whoſe ſolu- 
tion of the difficulty is moſt agreable to ſcrip- 
ture, let the candid and impartial decide. I pro- 
ceed to conſider other difficulties attending the 
ſeveral ſyſtems which have been recited, 


+ Appeal to Common Senſe, p. 40. 
In 
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In reading the New Teſtament, the love of 
God in parting with his beloved Son, and deli- 
vering him unto death for our fakes, is ſpoken 
of in terms of the higheſt admiration ; and the 
love of Chriſt is extolled as paſſing knowledge, 
for his willing abaſement ; that being 7:c> in the 
glory he hath with the Father before the world was, 
he became poor for our ſakes, John xvil. 5, 2 Cor. 
viti. 9 ; that being in the form of God, he (Greek) 
emptied hamfelf of it, Phil. ii. 6, 7 ; had a body pre- 
fared him, Heb. x. 5 ; came forth from the Father, 
John xvi.-28 ; came down from heaven, not to do 
his own will, but the will of im who ſent him, John 
vi. 38 ; was made in the likeneſs of men: and found 
in faſhion as a man, he humbled himſelf, Phil. ii. 
7, 8; for a time was made lower than the angels, 
Heb. ii. 9; gave his life for a ranſom for many, 
Mark x. 45 ; was raiſed from the dead, Rom. vi. 
4 ; left the world, and aſcended where he was before, 
John xvi. 28, John vi. 62; was highly exalted, 
and had a name given him above every name, that at 
the name of Jeſus every knee ſhould bow, and every 
longue confeſs him Lord, to the glory of God the Fa- 
ther. Phil. ii. 9, 10, 11. 


When we attempt to reconcile the tenets of 
the real Trinitarians with this ſcriptural repre- 


ſentation of our Saviour's abaſement and ſuffer- 
ings, we are perplexed with many difficulties : 


for the ſecond perſon in the Trinity, as being 
I infinite 
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infinite and ſupreme, could not, for a moment, 
diveſt himſelf of his eſſential glory and bleſſed- 
neſs; could not, for one moment, be out of 
heaven, any more than the Father, becauſe he 
filled all places with his preſence ; nor could he 
leave his Father's bolom, or undergo the leaſt 
pain, ſorrow, or trouble, much leſs die, becauſe | 
this would imply mutability and imperſection, which 
are inconſiſtent with Godhead. When in the 
garden, Chriſt was in agony and ſweated as it 
were great drops of blood; and when on the croſs 
he cried, my God, my God, why haſt thou forſa- 
ken me; as the ſecond perſon in the trinity, he 
poſſeſſed complete bleſſedneſs equally with the 
Father, and ſuſtained no ſuffering whatever : fo 
that the foregoing ſcriptural account muſt, on the 
ſcheme of the Realiſts and Tritheiſts, be under- 
ſtood in ſome figurative manner, and not real. 
Where then, it may be aſked, is the extraordi- 
nary love of God in parting with his Son, and 
the love of Chriſt in coming down from heaven, 
on their tenets ?—Let us next examine, whether 
the tenets of the Sabellians, the Nominals, and 
Socinians, will tally better with the foregoing. 
ſcriptures: and, for this purpoſe, let it be afked, 
whether Chriſt, as man, quitted the glory he had 
with the Father; came down from heaven, and 
was made fleſh, &c.? The anſwer is eaſy ; as 
man, Chriſt had no glory with the Father before 
the world was; could not be ſaid to empty him- 

ſelf 
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ſelf of what he was never poſſeſſed ; could not be 
ſaid to come down from heaven, as he had not been 
there, &c. If theſe ſcriptures can be applied to 
him, it muſt be as God: but as God, they can- 
not literally apply to him. For, as he and the 
Father are but one infinite Spirit, can it be poſ- 
ſible, according to human ideas, that one ſpirit 
can come forth from itſelf; leave the glory 
which it had with itſelf ; and come down from 
heaven from itſelf; and be at once the ſender, 
and the ſent? It ſhould ſeem then, that the re- 
preſentations of ſcripture of the love of Chriſt 
in leaving the boſom of the Father, neither ſuit 
the human nor divine nature, and therefore are 
words of which we have no ideas. That theſe 
are no inconſiderable difficulties appears from the 
embarraſſment which Trinitarians, real and no- 
minal, diſcover in ſpeaking of the deſcent of 
Chriſt from heaven, and of his ſufferings. ** Dr. 
South ſaith, it is zm:pofſible for the divine nature 
of Chriſt to come down from heaven. —Dr. Sher- 
lock ſaith, that properly it cannot be.—Biſhop 
Fowler, that he could not properly come down 
from heaven, any more than God the Father ; 
from whom he is inſeparable ;—Biſhop Bull, 
that his deſcent was quaſi (as it were ;)—Dr, 
Waterland, that it was only in appearance ;—Cyril, 


c See Dr. Watts's Imp. Queſt. where this matter is treated 


in a more copious and forcible manner, and his ſcheme of the 
pre-exiſtent Soul of Chriſt united with deity is ſet forth. 


I 2 Epiphanius, 
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Epiphanius, and the Councils, that it was only 
a ſoul and body that felt the pain of the croſs: 
the ſubſtance of Chriſt which was with God, from 
the beginning, being impaſſibles,” Thus. he 
that was in the beginning with God, and was God, 
according to the principles of the Realiſts, and 
Nominals, did not deſcend from heaven, becauſe 
local motion is inconſiſtent with Omnipreſence ; 
was not literally humbled, becauſe zymutable; and 
neither fuffered, nor died, becauſe the nature of 
God is incapabie of either pain or death. 


If the ſcriptural account of Chriſt's deſcent 
from heaven be examined by the principles of 
the Socinians, it immediately occurs, that it 
muſt be explained away in ſome figurative man- 
ner; for, how could a mere man, who was never 
in heaven, be ſaid to come down from thence ; 


and having had his birth in mean and poorcircum- 


ſtances, ſhould, from being rich, be ſaid to be 
made poor, to have emptied himſelf of a glory, 
which he never had, &c.? Socinus was fo ſen— 
ſible of the difficulty attending this part of his 
ſcheme, that he arbitrarily ſuppoſed, that Chriſt 
was taken up into heaven a little before he en- 
tered on his office, in order to be inſtructed in 
the things which he was to announce to the world, 
as well as to account for the repreſentations of 


d Ben Mordecai's Enquiry, let. 8. p. 113. note. 
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ſcripture of his deſcent from thencee. The only 
remaining enguiry is, whether the tenets of the 
Arians, or thoſe who hold the ſubordination of 
the Son to the Father, are encumbered with the 
like difficulties. If their own repreſentation of 
the matter be believed, the love of God in part- 
ing with his beloved Son, and the love of Chriſt 


in leaving the boſom of the Father, coming 


down from heaven, humbling himſelf unto the 
death of the croſs, and giving his life as a ran- 
ſom for ſin, are diſplayed in the moſt tranſcen- 
dent manner.—Here, ſaith one of them, © Here 
was indeed a love that paſſes knowledge ; here was 
grace indeed, here was an example of humzlity 
and condeſcention that admits of no parallel] not 
a relalive humiliation, a relatrve or nominal ſuffer- 
ing of the Son of God, by his uniting himſelf 
(as they ſpeak) to a man, 1. e. in truth to ano- 
ther perſon, while he himfelf really ſuffered no- 
thing, underwent no diminution, but was all the 
while poſſeſſed of the higheſt glory, of the ſame 
unchangeable bleſſedneſs. No; we believe that 
HE who was in the beginning with God, and who 
was a God, really came in fleſh, and dwelt among us ; 
that he actually laid aſide the glory which he had 
with the Father before the world was ; that he diveſt- 
ed himſelf of the form of God, and really took upon 
him the form of a ſervant, and was made in the like- 


„See Toulmin's Life of Socinus, p. 182. 
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neſs of men, and being found in faſhion as a man, 
became obedient unto denth, even the death of the crofs. 
We believe, according to the ſcriptures, that the 
ſame excellent being who was the brightneſs of the 
Father's glory, the expreſs image of has perſon, by whom 
he made the worlds, was for a time made lower than 
the angels, and taſted death for every man ; and be- 
lieving this we own with St. Paul, a breadth, and 
length, and depth, and height of the love of Chriſt 
which paſſes knowledgeF. 


The view propoſed in the beginning of this 
tract is now finiſhed. To ſuch as have not been 
very converſant with the ſubject, a ſummary re- 
capitulation of the whole will not, in this place, 


be diſagreable. 


The Tritheiſt, as holding three diſtinct ſub- 
ſtances or ſpirits, equal in every perfettion, holds 
three ſupreme Gods. —The Realiſt holds three 
Spirits, each God, and equal in every perfection, 
but avoids tritheiſm, as he apprehends, by laying 
the three arc inſeparably joined in one ſubſtance 
or eſſence. It is doubted whether this, in other 
words, be not ſaying, three moſt high Gods in one 
ſubſtance. The one only God upon theſe princi- 
ples is one ſubſtance, whereas the ſcripture con- 
ſtantly ſpeaks of God under perjonal charatters, 


F Tomkins'e Sober Appeal, p. 205. 
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and applies the pronouns 1, thou, he, to him. 
The Realiſt's idea of the divine unity ſeems 
therefore inconſiſtent with the language of ſerip- 
ture. God is a ſpirit, according to the doctrine 
of Jeſus Chriſt ; but neither he nor his apoſtles 
have exprelsly declared him to be three ſpirits in 
one ſubſtance. There is another method of 
maintaining the unity on the principles of the 
Realiſt. The father alone is ſelf-exiſtent and in- 
dependent; the ſon and ſpirit derive their being 
and all their powers from him. From theſe pre- 
miſes it might be inferred, that the father alone 
is the moſt high God. No; the Realiſt con- 
tends, though the ſon and ſpirit have nothing of 
themſelves, yet they are each God, in as high a 
ſenſe as the father. Here is a dilemma: either 
ſelf-exiſtence and independence are no divine 
perfections, or the ſon and ſpirit are inferior to 
the father. To evade this difficulty, it is ſaid, 
they are from eternity neceſſary emanations from the 
father, as rays of light are emanations from the 
ſun. It is doubted whether, upon theſe princi- 
ples, there can be conſiſtently, with the analogy 
of language, either father or ſong: and conſi- 


dering 


2 * The Doctor (Randolph) indeed thinks to ſolve all dif- 
ficulties by ſuppouling the Son to be an eternal and neceſſary 
Emanation from the Father, he would do well however to 
confider whether eternal Emanation is not a contradiction in 
terms, In my apprehenſion, he who always was, would no 
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dering the ſon as infinite and immutable, it is dif- 
ficult to conceive how the ſcriptural account of 
his being in the form of God, and putting on the 
form of man, and coming down from heaven, ſuf- 
fering, and dying, and afterwards raiſed from the 
dead and exalted, can be literally underſtood of 
him. According to human ideas theſe things can- 
not literally be predicated of him as the moſt high 
God. In anſwer to theſe and ſimilar objettions, 
it is commonly urged, the dottrine is a myſtery. 
What doAtrine? that one God is a compound 
of three ſpirits? or that the one undivided ſub- 
ſtance of three perſons co-equal and co-eternal, 
and each God, is the one only God taught in 


more have emaned from the Father than the Father from 
Bim. It both co-exiſted eternally, then neither could emane ; 
becauſe that which never wanted exiſtence, could never re- 
ceive its exiſtence from any thing whatſoever: And what, 
I beſeech you, is to emane, but to proceed or come forth into 
exiſtence from ſome extrinſic ſource? To emane is there- 
fore but another name for beginning to exiſt : but how could 
that begin to exiſt, which in every point of infinitely paſt 
duration, which aholutely without beginning, was juſt what 
it now is? Suppoſe a tree and its branches to have exiſted 
neceſſarily together from eternity; under that ſuppoſition 
the branches certainly never iſſued from the tree. To ſup- 
poſe them to have ifſued, would be to ſuppoſe, either that 
there was ſome point in infinite duration when the branches 
had no exiſtence, which contradicts their notion of eternity, 
or that they iſſued when they were already in exiſtence, 
which is the groſſeſt of abſurdities,” Mr, Temple's Letters 
fo Dr. Randolph, preface, p. 7. 

| | the 
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the ſcriptures ? The objectors think it unfair to 
call that a ſcripture myſtery, which is not ex- 
preſsly aſſerted in ſcripture, and is built only on 
men's inferences and deductions ; and the reader 
wilt do well, in pronouncing on the ſeveral ſy .- 
tems here recited, to keep in mind this impor- 
tant diſtinction, that his faith may not be founded 
on the wiſdom of men, but on the revelation of 


God. 


The Sabellian and nominal Trinitarian hold 
Father, Son, and Spirit, to be one infinite mind. 
How then can there be three perſons? It is to 
be remembered, there are ſuch diſtin& charac- 
ters, actions, and circumſtances aſcribed to theſe 
three in ſcripture, as are uſually aſcribed to three 
diſtinct angels or men. The Father is the ſender, 
che Son is the ſent, and the Holy Ghoſt is ſent 
by the Father and the Son. The Son was made 
fleſn, the Father and the Holy Ghoſt were not. 
Now the difficulty is to conceive how, according 
to the obvious meaning of language, theſe three 
different characters and offices ſhould be ſuſtained 
by only one infinite mind, or ſpirit. Can one 
and the fame ſpirit come down from heaven, and 
be incarnate, and yet not come down from hea- 
ven, nor he incarnate ; be at once the ſender 
and the ſent; be at once Father, and the Son of 
the ſame Father, and yet be neither, but a third 
perſon proceeding from both; a ſelf-exiſtent 

K Cod, 
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God, a begotten God, and yet neither, but a God 
by proceſſion, ? It is a myſtery. Doth the ſcrip- 
ture expreſsly affirm that the Father, Son, and Spirit 
are one infinite mind, or the one God ? If it doth, 
the plea of myſtery is good. If not, it may be 
only a plea to cover abſurdities and contradictions 
ariſing from human ſchemes. —The ſcheme of 
the Sabellian and nominal Trinitarian reduces 
the ſecond and third perſons in the Trinity to 
mere names, attributes, powers, or modes of the one 
infinite Spirit, the conſequence of which is, that 
Jeſus Chriſt is a mere man, in whom the wiſdom 
of the Father was manifeſted in a miraculous man- 
ner, and the holy ſpirit is the only energy or 
power of the Father, the one infinite mind, which 
is preciſely Socinianiſm. This ſhews that the 
Sabellian, the Nominal, and Socinian differ only 
in words, but their ideas coincide, and their 
| ſchemes in common labour under this difficulty, 
that they ſeem inconſiſtent with the actual humi- 
liation and deſcent of Chriſt from heaven, ſuch 
as, that he came forth from God ; came down from 
heaven ; being in the form of God ; took upon him the 
form of a ſervant ; being rich: became poor; was 
made a liltle lower than the angels; had a glory with 
the Father before the world was ; was before Abra- 
ham ; was found in faſhion as a man, and became obe- 
dient unto death, even the death of the croſs, roſe from 
the dead, and aſcended where he was before ; came 
forth from the Father into the world, then left the 
world 


4 


world and went lo the Father. Are theſe ſcriptural 
paſſages, in their literal and obvious meaning, ap- 
plicable in an ealy manner to the man Jeſus, 
who had no exiſtence prior to his birth of the 
virgin, or to an attribute of God ? 


The Arian joins with the Realiſt in acknow- 
ledging three real perſons in the Trinity, and 
that the Father alone is ſelf-exiſtent, but differs 
from him in regard to the equality of the Son 
and Spirit to the Father. The Father is the 
moſt high God ; Jeſus Chriſt is not the moſt 
high God, but is Son (the title God being given 
him on account of the power and dominion com- 
municated to him by the Father) and the holy 
Spirit is not God himſelf, but hzs Spirit; and 
called the Spirit of Chriſt becauſe ſent by him 
from the Father. The Arian ſcheme is charged 
with maintaining two Gods, one ſupreme, and 
one ſubordinate, Its abettors defend it by ſay- 
ing, that the ſcriptures themſelves are liable to 
the ſame objettion, becauſe they denominate the 
one true God, the God of Gods, and the Gods are 
commanded to worſhip him, at the ſame time 
they aſſert, that to us there is but one God the Fa- 
ther, and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt. —It is charged 
with bringing the Son and Spirit into the rank of 
creatures. This is allowed by ſome who favour 


it, becauſe they have no conception of middle 


beings between the ſelf-exiſtent creator and crea- 
K 2 tures ; 
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tures ; while others are willing to leave the mat- 
ter in that myſterious obſcurity in which the ſcrip- 
tures have left it, leſt they ſhould darken counjel ” 


words without knowledge. 


A ſerious attention to theſe ſeveral ſchemes 
with their reſpettive difficulties will, it is preſum- 
ed, tend to repreſs a ſpirit of bigotry among 
perſons of different apprehenſions relating to the 
Trinity. But one inconvenience may ariſe from 
it to pious and humble chriſtians, namely, that in 
their approaches to God, their minds may be 
filled with doubts, whether the object they are 
going to addreſs be three perſons, or one; or nei- 
ther, but one individual eſſence of three. To obvi- 
ate this perplexity, I beg leave to lay before the 
reader, thoſe conſiderations which give my own 
mind an undiſturbed ſerenity in circumſtances 
ſo intereſting and awful. 


Jeſus Chriſt came to reveal the one true God, 
in a clearer manner, than he was before reveal- 
ed. He himſelf worſhipped this God, and taught 
his diſciples to worſhip him. Could I worſhip 
God (thought I) under the ſame view, as my 
Lord and Saviour did; or, as he expreſsly 
taught his diſciples; I ſhould ſo far take the 
moſt effectual method to guard againſt error. Let 
me then aſk, did he worſhip him/eff, jointly with 
his Father, and the Holy Spirit, as the Trinity, 


or 
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or the triune God? If he did, let me do the 
ſame. If he did not, can I be wrong in follow- 
ing his example? Am I to be governed by the 
reaſonings of men, and their ſchemes in this 
matter, or by the authority of the head of the 
church? I cannot for a moment heſitate, —I will 
examine then, to whom he addreſſed his prayers 
and thankſgivings.— Jeſus liſted up his eyes to hea» 
ven, and ſaid, FATHER—Thus is life eternal, that 
they might know thee, the only true God, and Jefus 
Chrift whom thou haſt jent.—And now, O FATHER, 
glorify thou me—holy FATHER, keep through thing 
own name thoſe whom thou haſt given me, that they 
may be one, as we are,—FATHER, TI will that they 
alſp—O righteous FATHER, the world hath not 
known thee», —T thank thee, O FATHER, Lord of 
heaven and earth.. FATHER, I thank thee that 
thou haſt heard me*— FATHER, if thou be willing, 
remove this cup from mel. FATHER, forgive them 
—FATHER, into thy hands I commend my ſpiritm. 
Jeſus from theſe inſtances appears to have ad- 
dreſſed his prayers, and thankſgivings, not to 
his own nature, or to himſelf, jointly with the Fa- 
ther, and Spirit, but to the Father only. If the 
Father be the Trinity, or the triune God, then, 
I alſo worſhip the Trinity,—I am, in the next 


John xvii. 1, 3, 5, 11, 24, 25. 1 Matt. xi. 25, 26. 
& John xi. 41. Luke xxii. 42. 
m Luke xxiii. 34, 46. See alſo Matt. xxvi. 53. John 
' Fil, 27, 28. John xiv, 15, 
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place, to examine the directions he gave to his 
diſciples, concerning that God whom they were 
to worſhip. If he directed them to worſhip Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit, as the triune God, let me 
alſo do the ſame.—But thou, when thou prayeſt— 
pray to thy Father. —Your Father knoweth what things 
ye have nced of before ye aſk him. — After this man- 
ner pray ye, Our Father which art in heaven". The 
jour cometh when ye ſhall neither in this mountain, nor 
get at Jeruſalem, worſhip the Father.—The true wor- 
ſlippers ſhall worſhup the Father, for the Father {eck- 
eth fuch to worſhip imo. aſcend to my Father and 
your Father, to my God and your Godt.—Whatfoever 
ye ſhall aſk the Father in my name, he will give it your. 
Through him (Chriſt) we both (Jews and Gentiles) 


have acceſs by one Spirit lo the Fatherr,—And what- 
ſoever ye do in word or deed do all in the name of the 


Lord Jeſus, giving thanks to God and (even) the Fa- 
ther by kims.—According to theſe plain directions 
| of Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, I am to come to 
| God the Father, through Chriſt, and by the 
| Spirit. But is there in ſcripture one inſtance 
| of prayer and praiſe addreſſed to God as Father, 
i Son, and Spirit? Not one. Which then is it 
| ſafer for me to truſt to in a religious contro- 


8 — COR 
— 


1 Matt. vi. 6, 8, 9. 
o John iv. 21, 22, 23, 24. See Matt. vii. 11, 
p Jobn xx. 17. Rom. xv. 6. Eph. iii. 14. 
g John xvi. 23. See alſo John xv, 16. John xiv. 13. 
r Eph. ii. 18. 
Col. iii. 17. See Heb. vii. 25. Heb, xiii. 15. Eph. v. 20. 
verſy; 


4 

verſy; the plain directions, precepts, and exam- 
ple of Chriſt, and thoſe of his Apoſtles; or the 
reaſonings and inferences of later ages, ſupported 
by neither ſcriptural precepts nor examples? 
Here I cannot heſitate a moment in determin- 
ing.— ! leave this point to every one's own pri- 
vate judgment. I only ſuggeſt the conſiderations 
which give my own mind ſatisfaQtion in regard to 
the acceptable method of worſhipping God, in 
order to obviate the doubts which might ariſe in 
the mind ofa plain chriſtian, from the difficulties 
I have ſhewn to attend the ſeveral ſyſtems of the 
Trinity. Indeed this plan of goſpel worſhip has 
been generally acknowledged juſt by all parties 
of Chriſtians. Dr. Berriman, a zealous advo- 
cate for the Trinity, in his Hiſtorical Account of 
it, ſaith, “ As the Father was conſtantly ac- 
knowledged (in the Chriſtian Church) for the 
fountain of the deity, and never repreſented as afting 
in ſubordination to the other perſons ; who, on the 
contrary, were always conſidered as fubordinate tg 
him, and ſuſtaining their reſpective offices in the 
work of our redemption. From hence it is no 
wonder if the prayers of the church ſhould ge- 
nerally be addreſſed to the perſon of the Father, 
through the merits of Chriſt. We acknowledge 
the plain footſteps of this worſhip to appear 
through all antiquity, and the church has de- 
| ſervedly continued it to this day. Let our 
adverſaries 
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adverſaries make the moſt of this concefſion..” — 
And much the adverſaries make of it; for ſay 
they, if prayers and praiſes are to be addreſſed 
to the perſon of the Father, through the medi- 
ation of Chriſt, the object of worſhip is not the 
Trinity ; and, in truth, the ſcripture affords 
not ſo much as one example of prayer and praiſe 


fo addreſſed, nor any precept for that purpoſe. 


But is not Jeſus Chriſt worſhipped in the New 
Teſtament? and if worſhipped, is he not the 
moſt high God ? Is not the worſhip of a crea- 
ture idolatrous ? The ſubje& of theſe queſtions 
is conſidered in the appendix annexed, 


| 2 P, 152, 153. 


AP. 


6 
A PFE 


Of the worſhnp of Feſus Chriſt. 


_— Jeſus Chriſt is worſhipped in the New 
Teſtament, is a fact which is ſupported by 
undeniable evidence. But of what nature that 
worſhip is, whether civil or religious, ſupreme 
or mediatorial, is not agreed upon among chriſ- 
tians. Dr. Waterland and the Trinitarians in 
general, contend that all religious worſhip is ap- 
propriated to God, and to him only ; and that the 
ſcripture gives no intimation of ſupreme and infe- 
rior, mediatorial and ultimate worlhip. Dr. Clarke 
and thoſe of his opinion, on the contrary, affirm 
that the ſcriptures clearly do maintain this diſ- 
tinction, and that there is a worſhip given to the 
Son which cannot poſſibly belong to the Father; 
a worſhip given to one perſon which cannot be 
given to the other. The Socinians, in general, 
allow that praiſe and honour will ever be due to 
Chriſt for his virtuous ſufferings in the cauſe of 
truth and righteouſneſs, but he is no obje& of 
prayer and thankigiving when unſcen, though 
with reſpect to this particular there have been 
among them ſome Exceptions?. To decide on 


a Moſh, Eccl. Hiſt, vol. 4. p. 200. Lindſey's Apology, 
p- 138. 
L theſe 
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theſe contradiftory opinions, it is neceſſary to 
aſcertain the idea which the ſacred writers affix 
to the term worſhip. —The congregation wor- 
ſhipped the Lord and the King).—Nebuchad- 
nezzar fell down on his face and worſhipped 
Dantel-.,—Abigail and Mephiboſheth, according 
to the Hebrew, worſhipped David in 1 Sam. 
25. 23. 2 Sam. 9. 6. The word rendered 
bowing in the ſormer paſſage referred to, and 
doing reverence in the latter, in our tranſlation, is 
in the original the very ſame as is made uſe of 
in Pſms. 132. 7. and 95. 6; O come let us 
worſhip the Lord our Maker. — The ſervant in 
the Goſpel fell down and worſhipped his Lord. 
—The man at the feaſt in the Goſpel, was for 
his humility to receive wor/kzp from all at table 7: 
and perſons were to come and worſhip at the 
feet of the church of Sardisg. 


Theſe paſſages clearly ſhew, that the ſacred 
writers did not appropriate the term worſhip to 
the ſervices and homage paid to the ſupreme be- 
ing, as it is cuſtomary at preſent, but uſed it to 
expreſs in general, the reſpect and honour due 


3 1 Chron. xxix. 20, e Dan. ii. 48. 

The learned reader may conſult the following places in 
the Hebrew and Septuagint with the ſame view, Gen. xxii. 
5. —Xxiii. 7, 12.—Xxvii. 29,-XxxX11, 36.—xlli. 6, If, 
xliv. 17. 

e Matt. xviii. 26. F Luke xiv, 10. g Rev. iii. 9. 
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from men to each other», or from men to God; 
and here it is neceſſary to conſider wherein 
the worſhip of God doth confiſt. It conſiſts 
in folemnly acknowledging him to be the 
ſupreme Lord of the univerſe, ſelf-exiſtent, in- 
dependent, and all- ſufficient; ſtanding in awe 
of his power, fearing his diſpleaſure, loving his 
goodneſs, praiſing him for his excellencies, 
thanking him for his bounty, imploring pardon for 
| faults committed, and his grace to help in time 
of need, believing his word, truſting in his care, 
and ſubmitting to his authority; and this in a 
manner that may bear ſome proportion to his 
ſuperlative dignity and dominion. It is pre- 
ſumed, that the particulars now enumerated con- 
ſtitute the moſt eſſential parts of religious wor- 
ſhip. But may we not ſtand in awe and fear an 
earthly King, love him for his goodneſs, praiſe 
him for his excellencies, confeſs our fault, and aſk 
pardon if we have offended him, thank him for 
his bounty, petition for the relief and aſſiſtance 
which he may have the power and right to grant, 
obey his juſt authority, and rely upon his word 
and promiſes? This ſeems allowable upon the 
principles of reaſon and ſcripture, while a due 
regard is had to the real charatter, knowledge, 


h In the marriage ceremony the term worſhip means re- 
ſpe& and honour, and is to be underſtood in a like ſenſe 
when applied to magiſtrates or ſocieties of men. 
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and abilities of the perſon addreſſed, our obliga- 
tions to him, and dependence upon him, and 
his juſt authority over us. If this be allowed, 
it ſeems evident, that civil and religious worſhip 
differ not ſo much in nature as in degree; and may 
be higher or lower, ſupreme or ſubordinate, ac- 
cording to the known excellency and dominion 
of the object, the favours received, and the bleſs- 
ings expected from him. If that honour and 
reverence, ſubmiſſion, gratitude, and obedience 
which are due to God alone, be paid to man, 
to an angel, or to any other being whatſoever, 
that worſhip is idolatrous. But there may be a 
worſhip too ſubmiſſive and lowly for the worſhip- 
er, and yet not be idolatrous. Of this nature 


was the worſhip which Cornelius paid to Peter, 


and John. twice attempted to pay to the Angeli. 
In 


Acts x. 26. Rev. xix. 10.—xxii. 8. Cornelius, a Roman, 
received Peter . with a reyerence eſteemed the loweſt and 
& moſt ſubmiſſive even in the ceremonious Eaſt, and which the 
„Romans were wont to ſpeak of as too folemn to be paid to 
mere men, Stand up, I myſelf alſo am a man,” though 
Cornelius intended nothing idolatrous, nor did . St. Peter 
, ſuppoſe he did. In truth, there was ſomething extraordina- 
ry in this proſtration of Cornelius, but without any thing 
„of idolatry. He was a perſon of rant, St. Peter made no 
* fgure in civil life, yet Cornelius received him not only with 
e reſpect, but as his ſuperior; not only as his ſuperior, but 
** with the greateſt degree of reverence; not only with the 
t greateſt degree of reverence according to the uſages of his 

| * own 
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In both inſtances it was too profound and diſpro- 
portioned to the favour received, but not idola- 
trous. The worſhip paid our Saviour in the 
days of his humiliation by thoſe who were healed 


by 


4% own nation, but with an expreſſion of veneration, which, 
„% though common in the country where Cornelius then re- 
e fided, his countrymen were ready to ſay ought to be ap- 
„ propriated to thoſe that were more than men; but it 
« ſeems he felt the greateſt degree of reverence and awe at 
« fight of the Apoſtle, and thoſe emotions threw him into 
„ the attitude he had frequently ſeen the inhabitants of 
« Syria put themſelves in, when they would expreſs the 
e oreateſt reſpect, the rather as the Apoſtle was a native of 
„that country. 


„The caſe of St. John's throwing himſelf at the feet of 
* the Angel, is to be viewed in a ſomewhat different light. 
4 St, John did nothing at all but what was conformable to 
© the uſages of his on country, when the people of it deſigned 
* ;xnocently to expreſs great reverence and gratitude, It is aſto- 
« niſhing then that ſo many learned men ſhould have looked 
upon it as an idolatrous proſtration. Nothing however is 
& more certain than this fact: and it has been thus under- 
% ſtood not only by controverſial writers when diſputing with 
heat againſt their antagoniſts, but by the more cool and 
% diſpaſſionate commentators, That they ſhould not all 
& conſider the Eaſtern uſages, is no wonder, they having 
„ been in common moſt unhappily neglected; but the at- 
e tempt of the Apoſtle to repeat the proſtration (for he 
„ would have done it a ſecond time) ſufficiently ſnewed, 
& one would imagine, that the apoſtle did not think the An- 
gel rejected it as an idelatrous piece of reſpect, What a 
55 ſtrange interpretation muſt that be, which ſuppoſes St. 


John, 


. 
7 Þ Ba 


by him, was not as the God of Iſrael, but as his 
prophet, the promiſed Meſſiah, who had the 
power of healing the ſick, and to whom the laws 

of nature were rendered ſubject. This appears 


* John, a Jew by deſcent, a mortal enemy in conſequence 
{© by birth to all idolairy; a zealous preacher againſt it 
through a very long life; who finiſhed one of his Epiſtles 
<«« with theſe very words, little children keep yourſelves 
© from idols,” as deſirous to have this perpetually fixed on 
te their memories, whatever elſe they forgot; hould, aver 
& ſuffering at Patmos for the Lord Jeſus; aud when Bleed 
&« quith the influence of the prophetic Spirit; attempt to do an 
& idolatrous action, and to repeat that attempt in oppoſition 
* to the checks of his cel;/{ial teacher / Nothing ſure can be 
© more inconceivable. At the fame time nothing is eaſier 
& than the true interpretation, —Smit with veneration for 
& his angelic inſtructor, and full of gratitude towards him, 
for what he had ſhewn him, he fell, according to the cuſlom of 
« hig nation, at his feet to do him reverence : ** See thou do it 
4% not,” ſaid the Angel, 7 is not to me theje thanks are due, J 
% have in this been only fit{fiiling the orders of him who is my Lord 
40 as<well as yours; Worſhip God“ ** therefore, to whom in juſtice 
you ought to aſcribe theſe illuminatious. Beauteous was this 
% turning away of the Angel from him in the Apoſtle's eyes, 
„and from the additional force of his graceful action, as well 
« as from a lively ſenſe, that though honours are due to 
God, as the original author of every good gift and in par- 
« ticular of intellectual lights (James i. 17.) yet that it was 
«© fit to expreſs a reverence zoo to them that are the inſtru- 
„ments of conveying them to us, St. John, upon ſome 
„further revelation of the Angel, would have again thrown 
“ himſelf at his feet, but found the Angel perſevering in 
that moſt amigable and devout modeſty—worſhip God.“ 
Harmer's Obſerv. vol. 2. p. 35, 36, 37. 
from 
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from thoſe inſtances in the goſpels, where the 
people gave glory to God for the miraculous 
cures which Jeſus had performed. In the ſame 
light the prayer of the blind man is to be conſi- 
dered, who cried out, Jejus, thou Son of David, 
have mercy on me!; of the woman of Canaan who 
addreſſed him, have mercy on me, O Lord, thou Son 
of Davidn; and of the diſciples, when they ſaid, 
Lord fave us: we periſhn ;—Lord increaſe our faiths, 
Theſe addreſſes to our Saviour ſeem to have 
been made to him as the Meſſiah, and not as 
the one only God. This was certainly the caſe 
in the laſt prayer but one of the diſciples juſt 
cited: for after our Saviour had rebuked the 
winds and the ſea, and there was a great calm, 
the men, that is, the diſciples who faid, Lord, 
fave us, we periſh ; marvelled, ſaying, what man- 
ner of MAN is this, that even the winds and the ſea 
obey him? The prayers thus preſented to our 
Lord as a great prophet, or the Meſſiah, were 


not idolatrous ; (for it cannot be idolatry to pe- 
tition that perſon for relief, or favour, who has 


knowledge of our wants, and power to grant what 
is deſired) any more than it was idolatry in the 
third captain of Ahaziah who fell on his knees before 


k See Matt. ix. 8.—xv. 31. Luke vii. 16.—Xiii. 13, 
xvii. 15,—XViit. 43. John xvi. 30. 

1 Luke xviii. 38, 39. Mark x. 47, 48. Matt. ix. 27, 28. 

m Matt. xv. 22. Matt. viii. 25, o Luke xvii. 5. 

+ Matt. viii. 26, 27, s 
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Elijah, and beſought him, and ſaid unto him, O man 
of God, I pray thee, let my life, and the life of theſe 
fifty thy ſervants be precious in thy fighty, If theſe 
obſervations on the nature of worſhip are allowed 
to be juſt, there may be a ſupreme and inferior 
worſhip. Of which kind that is which is to he 
given to our Saviour can be beſt known from 
thoſe paſſages in the New Teſtament which re- 
late to the ſubject.— Ihe Father judgeth no man ; 
but hath committed all judgment unto the Son; that. 
all men ſhould honour the Son; even“ as they honour 
the Father. He that honoureth not the Son, honour- 
eth not the Father which has ſent himr. Wherefore 
God alſo hath highly exalted him, and given him a 


name above every name: that at the name of Jeſus 
every knee ſhould bow, of things in heaven, and things 
in earth, and things under the earth ; and that every 


tongue ſhould confeſs that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, to the 
glory of God the Fathers, —When he bringeth his firſt 


4 2 Kin. i. 13. 

* Ka Je even as in St John's ſtile never ſignifies an 
exact equality, but only a general ſimilitude. John xvii. II, 
14, 21, 23. 1 John ii. 6.—11. 3, 7,—As the Jews already 
believed in God, ſo they ſhould allo for the future believe in 
Chriſt, John xiv. 1; as they already honoured the Fa- 
ther, ſo they ſhovld al/o for the future honour the Sou of God; 
honour him, as having a/ judgment committed unto him; (tis 
the reaſon alledged by our Saviour himſelf in this very text) 
honour him to the honour of the father æubo ſent him; ac- 
knowledge him 20 be Lord to the glory of God the Father. 

Dr. Clarke, 


7 Joba v. u, 23, Phil. ii, 9, 10, 11, 
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begotten into the world, he ſaith, and let all the Angels 
of God worſhih mt, —To hm (Jeſus Chriſt) be glory 
both now and for ever. Amen.u—Unto him that loved 
us and waſhed us from our fins in his own blood, and 
hath made us Kings and Prieſt; unto God and his Fu- 
ther ; to him be glory and dominion for ever and every. 
The four and twrniy elders fell down before the Lamb— 
faying—thou art worthy—for thou waſt ſlain and haſt 
redeemed us to God by thy blood—and haſt made us 
unto our God kings and preeſts:v.—Worthy is the lamb 
that was ſlain to receive power, and riches, and wiſ- 
dom, and ſtrength, and honour, and glory, and bleſſ- 
ing. And every creature which is in heaven, and on 
the earth, and under the earth, and fuch as are m the ſea, 
and all that are in them, heard J, ſaymg. Bleſſing, and 
honour, and glory, and power be unto him that fatteth 
upon the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and 


ever*,—Salvation to our God which fatteth on the 
throne, and to the Lamby. 


The queſtion to be determined from theſe 
paſſages of ſcripture is, whether the worſhip and 


: Heb. i. 6. 1 2 Pet. iii. 18. Rev. i. 5, 6. 
20 Rev. v. 8, 9, 10. x Rev. v. 12, 13. 

v Rev. vii. 10. As worſhip in ſeveral of the ſcriptures now 
cited is paid to God and the Lamb, it may be inferred that 


the ſame worſhip preciſely is tv be paid to both. When this 


hath been urged, the anſwer was, And the congregation wor- 
ſhipped the Lord and the King, 1 Chron. xxix. 20. See Exod, 


xiv. 31. Numb. xxi. 7. Judg. vii. 18, 20. 1 Sam. xii. 18. 


2 Chron. xx. 20, 1 Cor v. 4. 2 Cor. vu. 5. 
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honour here afcribed to Jeſus Chriſt are, as the 
moſt high God, or as Mediator? Trinitarians in 
general lay the former : Anti-Trinitarians the lat- 
ter. Let us ſuppoſe the following prayer. I 
worſhip thee the moſt high and independent 
God. who haſt had judgment committed thee, and 
waſt ent; who waſt exalted and hadfi a name given 
thee above every name, and that every tongue might 
confeſs thee Lord to the glory of another ; and art 
worſhipped by angels by the command of another ; 
I bow the knee before thee the immortal God who 
waft ſlain, and haſt redeemed me to God by thy 
blood; to thee be glory for ever.” If ſuch a 
prayer be unfutable to the character and attri- 
butes of the moſt high God, and ſuitable to the 
character and office of Jefus Chriſt as Mediator, 
and conſtituted Lord of all things; then the ſcrip- 
tare admits of ſupreme and inferior, mediatorial 
and ultimate worſhip; and there is a worſhip 
paid to the Father, which cannot belong to the 
Son ; and a worſhip paid the Son, which can- 
not belong to the Father. The Father is wor- 
ſhipped through a Mediator, Jeſus Chriſt is wor- 
ſhipped as Mediator to the glory, and by the ap- 
pointment of the Father. The command of 
God,” faith Dr. Owen, * is the ground and 
reaſon of all religious worſhip. The angels are 
to worſhip the Lord Chriſt as Mediator, and the 


ground of their doing ſo is God's command. 
He 


(87) 


He faith worſhip him all ye angelsz. Biſhop 
Sherlock alſo obſerveth, if we honour Chriſt in 
conſequence of the power and glory conferred 
on him by God, andin virtue of a command re- 
ceived from God. to honour the Son even as 
we honour the Father, then the honour we pay to 
Chriſt is part of the ſervice we owe to God, and a- 
riſes even out of that command, thou fhalt wor- 
ſup the Lord thy God, and him only fhalt thou ſerve. a 
But many who allow that Jeſus Chriſt is to be 
worſhipped as the appointed mediator, Lord, 
and Judge, in obedience to the will of the Fa- 
ther; by preſenting their prayers to God in his 
name, commemorating his death, acknowledg- 
ing his authority, depending on his promi- 
ſes, and hoping through him for acceptance and 
ſalvation ; yet ſcruple to direct their prayers 
and thanks immediately to him, becauſe they con- 
ſider theſe as the higheſt acts of religious wor- 
ſhip, the incommunicable honour and preroga- 
tive of God alones: while others think themſelves 
authorized by the Godlike perfections and high 
offices of mediator, high prieſt, head over all 


z Owen on Heb. vol. r. p. 98. Mr. Hervey in his Let- 
ters, vol. 1. p. 137, apprehends the command to the Angels 
was referable to the humanity of Jeſus Chriſt, 

a Serm. vol. 4. p. 67. 

4 Lindſcy's Apology, p. 137. Mr. Jebb's Letter, Theo- 
ſebes's Letters to Dr. Horne on the Worthip of Chrift, 
Cardale's Enquiry, p. 49. | 
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things to the church, the Lord and Judge of 
mankind* with which the Father hath inveſted 
him ; and by ſcriptural example, to dirett their 
prayers, praiſes, and thanks to him; being 
perſuaded that idolatry doth not conſiſt in aſk- 
ing favours from a being who hath the power 
and right of diſpenſing them from God, and is 
exalted to be a Prince and a Saviour to give re- 
pentance and remiſſion of fins; and in giving him 
praiſe and thanks for his condeſcention and loving 
kindneſs; this worſhip being not a worſhip inde- 
pendent of the Father, but terminating in his glo- 
Ty, While maintaining theſe different opinions, 
both parties acknowledge, that there is no expreſs 
command through the whole New Teſtament to 
chriſtians, to direct their prayers and thanks to 
Jeſus Chriſt ; on the' contrary, Jeſus Chriſt him- 
ſelf invariably directed his prayers, praiſes, and 
thanks to the Father, as his God ; and taught 
his diſciples to do the ſame, in his name. The 
true worſhippers, faith he, ſhall worſhip the Fatherd. 
In every thing by prayer and fupplication and thankſ- 


* See Mr. Farmer on Miracles p. 370. The Meſfſiah- 
ſhip of Jeſus denotes his regil commiſſion and power, or 
his right by divine deſignation to dominion and judicature 
over mankind,” G 

c Whitby's Laſt Thoughts, p. 23, 24. Ben Mordecai, 
lett. 3. p. 109107. Letter to Mr. Jebb on the lawtulnets 
of religious addreſſes to Jeſus Chriſt, 


d John iv. 23. 
giving, 
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giving, ſaith St. Paul, let your requeſts be made known 
to Gode. The advocates for religious addreſſes 
to Jeſus Chriſt as mediator, therefore, ground 
their practice chiefly on apprehended ſcriptural 
examples. The example of Stephen has been 
often urged. Thus they floned Stephen who was 
calling on (God is ſupplied by our tranſlators, and 
for that reaſon is printed in talics) and ſaying, 
Lord Jeſus, receive my ſpirit f. © This can be no 
* precedent,” faith Mr. Lindſey, “for directing 
prayer to him unſcen, or addreſſing him as God, 
whom the bleſſed martyr declares he ſaw with his 
eyes, and calls him, v. 56, the Son of Man ſtand- 
ing on the right hand of God ; calls him the Son of 
Man in that his higheſt ſtate of exaltation. Son of 
Man, ana God moſt higu —what a ſpace betweeng 9” — 
Conſidering the time that muſt have neceſſarily 
clapſed between the viſion and the invocation of 
Jeſus, it is doubtful whether the viſion continued 
fo long; and it has been urged with great ap- 
pearance of reaſon, that the fitneſs of the pray- 
er to Chriſt did not depend upon his being viſi- 
ble to him (Stephen) but upon Chriſt's capacity 
of knowing his petition about his departing ſoul, 
and his power to grant the benefit he defired ; 
which every one who believes jeſus to know 
men's thoughts and words, and to be veſted with 


c Phil. iv. 6. F Acts vii. 59. 
» Apology, p. 129. Sequel, p. 69—71. 
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the diſpoſal of celeſtial glory and happineſs, muſt 
be ſatisfied would have been the ſame, though 
he had been at that time inviſible to his faithful 
and ſuffering ſervant. This then appears to me 
a good precedent ſor ſupplication by all who 
entertain ſuch worthy and juſt ſentiments con- A 
cerning him in every condition and circumſtance | 


a ads ah „„ yogeed 


wherein they may be ſituated, but eſpecially when 
they are about to die, by the removal of the 
ſoul from the body to which it is here joined as 
an inſtrument of action and ſubject of govern- 
ment“. What ſeems to confirm theſe obſerva- 
tions is, that our Saviour is ſpoken of as having i | 
the keys of hell (aòng the unſeen world) and of | { 
death? ; as he that openeth and no men ſhutteth ; and J 
 ſfoutteth and no man openeth*; and who, St. Paul 
was perſuaded, was able to keep that which he had 
committed unto him againſt that day! of Judgment. 


Rev. xxii. 20. Come Lord Jeſus, — John xx. 28. 
Thomas anſwered and ſaid unto him (Jeſus) my Lord 
and my God ; are adduced as inſtances of the re- 
ligious invocation of Jeſus. The anſwer is, that 
the former inſtance can be no precedent for 
prayer to him, as the words are only an anſwer 
of the Apoſtle to Jeſus that appeared to him in 
viſion and had faid 7 come quickly. It is doubted 


Letter to Mr, Jebb, p. 6. Rev. i. 18. 
1 Rev. iii. 7. f 2 Tim. 1. 13. 
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by ſeveral whether the latter inſtance is at all an 
invocation of our Saviour, becauſe in the 15th 
verſe he ſpeaks of aſcending to his Father, and 
the diſciples's Father; to his God and their God. 
The words of the Apoſtle are therefore taken as 
a ſudden tranſport of wonder and joy at finding 
his Saviour, who had been crucified, alive; as if 
he had ſaid, my Lord and my God! that an 
event which appeared ſo incredible ſhould ac- 


© tually be true, as the reſurreQion of my Maſter 


„ and Saviour from the dead!” Thoſe who ad- 
mit this comment will not think it diſſimilar to 
the exclamation of Gideon. And when Gideon 
perceived that he was an Angel of the Lord, Gideon 
faid, alas, O Lord God! for becauſe I have feen.an 
Angel of the Lord. 


2 Theſſ. ii. 16, 17. Now our Lord efus Chriſt 
himſelf, and God even our Father which hath loved us 
and hath given us everlaſting conſolation and good 
hope through grace, comfort your hearts and ftabliſh 
you in every good word and work, This is ſaid to be 
a prayer to Jeſus Chriſt and the. Father. The 
anſwer is that it is only a pious wiſh like, Rev. i. 


4, 5n» 


2 Cor. xii. 8. For this thing I beſought the Lord 
thrice that it might depart from me. It is not 


m Judg. vi. 22. See Luke xxiv. 41. 
A See allo I Theſl. ili. Il, I Cor, i. 3. 
certain 
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certain whether the word Lord in this paſſage de- 
notes the Father, or jeſus Chriſt. It ſeems moſt 
probable that the latter is meant, becauſe of 
what follows. And he faid unto me, my grace ts 
ſufficient for thee ; for my ſtrength is made perfect 
in weakneſs : moſt gladly therefore will I glory in my 
infermities that the POWER of Chriſt may reſt 


upon Meo. 


2 Pet iii. 18. Our Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, 
to him be glory both now and forever, This ſeems 
a plain inſtance of glory aſcribed to Chriſt unſeen, 
as well as that in Rev. v. 12, 13; becaule every 
creature which is in heaven, and on the earth, and 
under the earth, and in the ſea, was heard by St. 
John, ſaying, bleſſing, and honour, and glory, and 
power, be unto him that ſitteth on the throne and 
unto the lamb. The plea that the object was viſcble 
to every creature in heaven and earth and under 
the earth is from the nature of it inadmiſſible. 
Theofebes when contending that no religious ad- 
dreſſes ſhould be preſented to Jeſus Chriſt, ſaith, 
St. Paul's dottrine is that we ſhould give thanks 
to the Father;.” But Theoſebes ſeems to have for- 
gotten, that St. Paul allo thanked Jeſus Chriſt, his 
Lord who had enabled him and put him into the mi- 
niſtry, 1 Tim. i. 12; and it is obſervable that 
he was not Tifible to the Apoſtle. Whether 


o See Acts i. 24. þ See 1 Pet. iv. 11. 
7 Leiters to Dr. Horne, pP. If. 
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the ſcriptural paſſages now recited will juſtify 
Chriſtians in preſenting prayers, praiſes, and 
thanks to Jeſus Chriſt as Mediator, and Lord 
of his church, is left to'the impartial conſidera- 
tion of the Reader. In fupport of the practice 
of religiouſly invoking Chriſt in prayer, it has 
been ſaid, that the firſt converts to chriſtianity 
are characterized in the New Teſtament, by the 
diſtinQtion of ſuch as called upon his name. Ana- 
nias ſpeaking of Paul before his converſion ex- 
preſſes himſelf thus to our Lord. He hath autho- 
rity from the chief Prieſts to bind all that call upon 
thy name ; and aſter his converſion, the people 
alked, is not this he that deſtroyed them which called 
on this name in Jeruſalem ?—And now why tarrieft 
thou ? arife, and be baptized, and wafh away thy fins 
calling on the name of the Lords.—Whofoever ſhall 
call upon the name of the Lord fhall be faved!.—All 
them that in every place call upon the name of Jeſus 
Chriſt our Lords.—Much criticiſm has been em- 
ployed to ſhew the different ſenſes of which the 
greek word for calling upon is ſuſceptible, ſuch as 
appealing to? ; referring a cauſe to; fubmitting to the 
juriſdiction or authority of another. Allowing theſe 


Acts ix. 14. 1. Ace xxii, 16. Rom. x. 13. 
» 1 Cor. i. 2. 2 Tim. ii. 22. Acts xxv. 11, 21, 25. 
aw 1 Pet. i. 17. 2 Cor. i. 23. „ Acts ix. 14, 21. 1 Cor. 
i. 2. See Theoſebes's ſecond letter. Dr Clark's Ser. Doct. 
No. 691. Serious Enquirer's Objections to Mr. Lindley, 
p- 60. 
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criticiſms their due weight, it ſtill remains certain, 


that in Acts vii. 59. the phraſe calling upon, ſigni- 
fies direct invocation by prayer; and that prayer 
is directed to Jeſus ; and the ſame phraſe is made 
uſe of by the greek tranſlators of the Old Teſta- 

ment to expreſs the invocation and worſhip of 
the one only Lord God. Thus Abraham and 
Iſaac are ſaid to have called upon the name of the 
Lord, to expreſs their worſhip of him,, And if 
the phraſe hath this ſignification in the greek 


tranſlation of the Old Teſtament, why ſhould it 
not have the like ſignification in the New, when 


applied to Jeſus Chriſt, eſpecially, as he is re- 
preſented as the Tearcher of the hearts of men, 
and endowed with that knowledge of their 
thoughts, intentions, and works, which qualifies 
him to be their equitable and final judge? To 
invalidate the force of theſe arguments in favour 
of religious addreſſes to Jeſus Chriſt, it is ſaid, 
tha the hath entirely forbidden them in John xvi. 
23. In that day ye ſhall aſk me nothing, verily, verily, 
Tfay unto you, whatſoever ye ſhall aſt the father in my 
name he will give it you. Theſe words were occaſion- 
ed (as appears from v. 17, 18, 19) by a doubt 
which the diſciples entertained reſpecting an ex- 
preſſion which our Saviour had uſed in relation 
to their not ſeeing him a little while, and a little while” 


„Gen. xii. 8. and xiii. 4. and xxi. 33. and xxvi. 25. See 
Whitby's Note on 1 Cor. i. 2. A letter to Mr, Jebb. p. 30. 
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afterwards, ſeeing him. Jeſus knowing ther defire 
to aſk him, among other things ſaid, In that day, 
when I ſhall have aſcended into heaven and ſent 
the comforter, ye ſhall no more aſk me for the 
ſolution of your doubts, as you now do; very, 
verily, I ſay unto you, whatſoever aſſiſtance ye aſe 
the Father in my name will be granted you.” If 
the words be underſtood as an abſolute prohibi- 
tion of prayer to our Saviour, it would follow, 
that Stephen, when full of the Holy Ghoſt, com- 
mitted an aft of impiety, if not of idolatry, in his 
dying moments, which ſeems an abſurdity too 
groſs to be admitted. —It is further objedted a- 
gainſt preſenting religious addreſſes to Jeſus 
Chriſt, that it is not known that God hath en- 
dowed him with that vaſt power, knowledge, and 
omnipreſence to the things of this world and the 
hearts of men which will qualify him to hear and 
anſwer their prayersz. 


It is replied, that though the ſcripture repre- 
ſents our Saviour as ignorant of the day of judg- 
menta, and that the knowledge of the great events 
of his church were revealed to him? ; from which 
it appears he is not omniſeient in the ſame exten- 
five ſenſe as the father is, yet an acquaintance 


z Lindſey" s Sequel, p. 72. 2 Matt. xxiv. 36, 
b Rev. i. 1. See Serious Enquirer's Objections to Mr. 
Lindſey's Interpretation of John's Goſpel, p. 53. 
N 3 with 


2 
| with the thoughts and intentions of men's hearts, 
[| and their ſtate and circumſtances, ſeems abſo- 
| lutely neceſſary to qualify him to execute the 
[ high offices of Mediator, Interceſſor, head over all 
| things to the church, King of Chriſtians, and the 
1 final Judge of mankind who is to render to all ac- 
cording to their works. To aſſert the contrary 
ſeems a refleQion on that divine wiſdom which 
I appointed and raiſed bim to theſe high offices, 
Whatever difficulty there may be in explaining 
the manner in which our Saviour obtains and 
exerciſes this knowledge, the ſcripture evidently 
aſcribes it to him, both by implication and ex- 
preſs words. In the days of his humiliation, he 
diſcovered a thorough knowledge of the thoughts, 
B ſecret purpoſes, reaſonings, doubts, and preju- 
dices of thoſe with whom he was conneQedc; and 


| it is expreſsly ſaid, that he ineu all men; and 
needed not that any ſhould teſtify of man; for he knew 
what was in mand; and needed not that any ſhould 
| aſk hime. He knew from the beginning, who they 
were that believed not, and who ſhould betray himF. 
Even the prophets occaſionally knew the ſecret 
thoughts and tranſactions of men at a diſtance. 
f Ahijah knew the thoughts of Jeroboam's wifey. 
Eliſha knew the conduct of Geliaz, at a diſtance 


i | c Matt. ix. 4. and xii. 25. Mark ii. 8. and ix. 33, 34. 
=; 35. Luke vi. 8. and vii, 30, 40. and ix. 47. d John 
q | ii. 24, 25> e John xvi. 30. and xxi, 17. J John vi. 64. 
21 Kings xiv. 55 6. 
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from him, and the ſecret counſels of the Aﬀyrian 


king). Daniel knew the thoughts of the King 


of Babylon on his bed; and Peter knew the ſe- 


eret tranſactions of Ananias*, Now if the pro- 
phets were poſſeſſed of this knowledge by the in- 
ſpiration of God, there is nothing incongruous 
to reaſon in admitting, that by an union with the 
Father/, or in ſome other manner, Jeſus Chriſt 
hath a perfect knowledge of the affairs, circum- 
ſtances, thoughts, intentions and actions of men; 
though not ſtridly acquainted with all that paſs in 
the univerſe. This may be inferred from the 
extraordinary and peculiar powers communi» 
cated to him; ſuch as having all power in heaven 
and earthn, Having life in humſelſn ; being the begin- 
ning (p the head) of the creation of Gods ; head 
in all things to the churchp ; Lord both of the dead and 
living? Lord of all-; to whom the Father hath 
committed all judgment; and gave ham authority to 
execute judgment, becauſe he is the ſon of mans. —It 
behoved hiw to be made like unto his brethren, that he 
might be a merciful and faithful hagh prieſt in things 
pertaining to God to make reconciliation for the fins of 
the people: for in that he himſelf hath fuſtered, being 


h 2 Kings v. 25, 26.—vi. 12. 1 Dan. ix. 29. 
1 Ats v. 44 John x. 38. and xiv. 10, 11, 20. 
m Matt. xxvili. 18. John v. 26. o Rev. iii. 14. 


5 Eph. i. 22. | 7 Rom. xiv. 9. 7 Acts X. 30. 
s John v. 22, 27. | 


3 


. 
_ 
„%“ — - — — 2 * 


(93) 

tempted, he is able to fuccour them that are templed! ; 
he hath compaſſion on the ignorant, and on them that 
are out of the ways ; and is able to fave them to the 
_ uttermoſt that come unto God by him, ſeeing he ever 
liveth to make interceſſion for themv. Whatſoever, 
faith he, ye /hall aſk (of the Father) in my name, 
that will I do ; if ye aſk any thing in my name I will 
do utw. Where two or three are gathered together in 
my name, there am 1 in the midſt of themæ; and all 
the churches ſhall know that I am he which ſearcheth the 
reins and the hearts, and I will give unto every one of 
you according to your works—even as I received of my 
Father. It ſhould ſeem from hence, that it 
pleafed the Father, that in Chriſt all fullneſs ſhould 
dwell for knowing the circumſtances and wants of 
men, and therefore for hearing their prayers as 
Mediator. He that deſcended is the fame alſo that 
aſcended up far above all heavens, that he might fill 
all things; that is, all that believe in him, with 
ſpiritual and divine bleſſings. God hath put al! 
things under has feet, and gave him to be head over all 
things to the church which is his body, the fullneſs of 
him that filleth all in all=. 


The difficulties now pointed out on the prin- 
ciples of thoſe who hold the nferiority of Jeſus 


; Heb. ii. 17, 18. x Heb. v. 2. v Heb. vii. 25. 
2 John xiv. 13, 14. x Matt. xviii, 20. y Rev, ii. 23, 
27, = Col. i. 19. Eph. iv. 10.—ii. 22, 23. 
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Chriſt to the Father, will probably appear to a 
Trinitarian who holds his perfect equality with the 
Father, as the natural conſequence of error, and 
from which his own ſcheme 3s totally exempted. 
How far this preſumption is juſt, will ſoon ap- 
pear. It is the dottrine of the New Teſtament, 
mat Jeſus Chriſt is the Mediator between God 
and man : and he 1s ſpoken of as interceding for 


ſinners, touched with a feeling of our infirmities, 


having compaſſion on the ignorant, and them 
that go out of the way; and, having been tempt- 


ed, is diſpoſed to ſuccour them that are in like 


circumſtances. It is aſked, doth Jeſus Chriſt 
perform this office of a compaſſionate and fym- 
pathizing high prieſt as God moſt high, or as 
man? As God; then one ſupreme God inter- 
cedes with another ſupreme God; or intercedes 
with himſelf, which, according to human ideas, 
is no interceſſion. As man then; then, as man, 
how knows he the ſtate and peculiar circum- 
ſtances of all his people upon earth ? or is his in- 
terceſſion general without the knowledge of par- 


_ ticular perſons and caſes? No; he knows them 


as God : conſider; as God he is not an inter- 
ceſſor. As God, it is ſaid, he knew the day of 
judgment, but as Man he did not know it. How 
are we aſſured that as Man he knows our pecu- 
liar temptations and diſtreſſes, in order to inter- 
cede in our behalf? At length the matter muſt 
come to this, the divine nature communicates 
h this 
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this knowledge to the human nature; and why 
may not God, on the Arian or Socinian prin- 
ciples, communicate the ſame knowledge to the 
Logos, or the man Jeſus, or have capacitated him 
for the exerciſe of it in ſome unknown man- 
nera? Thus neither ſcheme is without its diffi- 
culty, or the ſame difficulty affe&s all, as far as 
the knowledge of Chriſt, in a human capacity as 
mediator, 1s concerned, 


Theſe diſquiſitions on the worſhip of Chriſt 
are humbly offered, not only to give a general 
view of the ſubject, but to promote moderation 
among Chriſtians of different opinions relating 
to it. They may aſſiſt, it is preſumed, the ſeri- 
ous enquirer to decide on ſome late controver- 
fies, and diſpoſe him to judge candidly of the 
probity of thoſe who unhappily may appear to 
have fallen into error. Perhaps the obſervation 
of Mr. Bennet, the pious author of the Chriſtian 
Oratory, may, upon the whole, appear to be 
founded in truth, viz. © That our chief concern 

vith the ſon of God is as mediator. We are 
neither concerned to know preciſely what he was 
before he was incarnate, how employed in the 
world above, nor what he will be, and how em- 
ployed, after his mediation is finiſhed ;—our 


a See Emlyn on the Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, p. 94, 95, 
Dr. Watts on the Glory of Chriſt, p. 118, 
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preſent buſineſs is with the mediator whom God 
hath exalted, and to whom every knee muſt 
bow, and ſhall bow at laſt, till the end cometh; 
and he hath delivered up the kingdom to his fa- 
ther,” It ſeems to be a fact well authenticated, 
that there is no expreſs command in the whole 
New Teſtament for Chriſtians to direct their pray- 


ers to Jeſus Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit; on the 


contrary, it is certain, that Jeſus Chriſt invaria- 


bly prayed to his Father as his God, and inftruQt- 


ed his diſciples to obſerve the ſame religious 
practice; and it is generally agreed upon by 
Chriſtians of different denominations, and op- 
poſite opinions in other reſpeAs, that the ſtand- 


ing rule of Chriſtian worſhip is, to preſent our 
prayers, praiſes, and thanks to the Father in the 


name of Chriſt, and by the Spirit : but whether 


the texts which have been adduced in the courſe: 


of this diſquiſition do not alſo authoriſe prayers, 
praiſes, and thanks to Jeſus Chriſt as the Media- 
tor of God's appointment, and his Miniſter in 
diſpenſing his bleſſings, deſerves ſober conſidera- 
tion, The plea that he is not qualified to know 
men's thoughts and circumſtances is of an alarm- 
ing tendency, as it eventually may lead us to 
doubt whether he is qualified to diſcharge the” 


bigh offices of Mediator, King, and Judge of 


, mankind, to which God hath exalted him. As 


J Vol. 2. p. 178, 179. 
O our 


— -— — 


(102) 


our knowledge of whatever relates to theſe im- 
portant particulars can only be derived from 
ſcripture, ſo by ſcripture let the faith of Chriſtians 
be regulated concerning them. Clear ſcriptural 
precepts and apoſtolical examples are ſafe and 
ſufficient guides for devotional. practice; while 
that which is founded on the ſpeculations and 
reaſonings of men, and ſupported by neither 
ſcriptural precepts, nor apoſtolical examples, is 
in danger of being erroneous, and of engender- 
ing ſtrife, railings, and evil ſurmiſings among thoſe 
who acknowledge the ſame maſter, and ought to 
be united by benevolence and kindneſs. Periſh 
the ſyſtems of Philoponus, Sabellius, Athanaſius, 
Arius, and Socinus, as ftandards of faith and 
worſhip to Chriſtians ; built upon the foundation of 
the apoſtles und prophets, Jeſus Chriſt himſelf being 
the chief corner ſtone, in whom, as a ſpiritual build- 
eng fitly framed together, may they grow to be an holy 
temple in the Lord, an habitation of God through the 


Spirit 
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